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FOREWORD 


This  edition  of  tlie  Antitrust  "Blue  Book"  revises 
as  of  January  15,  1949,  the  edition  first  published 
by  Commerce  Clearing  House,  Inc.,  in  1947.  That 
edition  succeeded  and  revised  to  the  date  of  publica- 
tion the  earlier  editions  compiled  by  the  Departmen*^  ^"^  ^~ 


Ci  of  Justice  and  published  by'  the  Government  Print- 
^  ing  Office. 

f^  The  "Blue  Book'^  is  presented  in  two  parts.  Part 
I  sets  forth  the  several  statutes  pertaining  to  the  anti- 
trust laws.  Part  II  presents  in  chronological  order  a 
summary  of  all  cases  which  have  been  instituted  by 
the  Department  of  Justice  under  those  laws  from  1890 
to  date.  Each  summary  contains  a  statement  of  the 
charges  made  in  the  case,  the  result  of  court  proceed- 
ings and  the  status  of  pending  actions.  The  cases  are 
comprehensively  indexed  both  by  case  name  and  by 
subject  matter. 

Acknowledgment  is  cordially  made  to  the  staff  of 
the  Antitrust  Division,  Department  of  Justice,  for  its 
valuable  assistance  and  cooperation  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  edition  of  the  "Blue  Book." 


On  5^43 


Commerce  Clearing  House,  Inc. 


February  10,  1949 
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Part  I 
LAW  TEXTS 


SHERMAN  ACT ' 

[Contract,  Combination  or  Conspiracy  in  Restraint  of  Interstate 
or  Foreign  Commerce  Illegal ;  Penalty] 

Sec.  1.  [26  Stat.  209;  50  Stat.  693 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  1.]  Every  con> 
tract,  combination  in  the  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy, 
in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States,  or  with 
foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  illegal :  Provided,  That  noth- 
ing herein  contained  shall  render  illegal,  contracts  or  agreements  pre- 
scribing minimum  prices  for  the  resale  of  a  commodity  which  bears, 
or  the  label  or  container  of  which  bears,  the  trade  mark,  brand,  or 
name  of  the  producer  or  distributor  of  such  commodity  and  which  is 
in  free  and  open  competition  with  commodities  of  the  same  general 
class  produced  or  distributed  by  others,  when  contracts  or  agreements 
of  that  description  are  lawful  as  applied  to  intrastate  transactions, 
under  any  statute,  law,  or  public  policy  now  or  hereafter  in  effect  in 
any  State,  Territory,  or  the  District  of  Columbia  in  which  such  resale 
is  to  be  made,  or  to  which  the  commodity  is  to  be  transported  for  such 
resale,  and  the  making  of  such  contracts  or  agreements  shall  not  be 
an  unfair  method  of  competition  under  section  5,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  create  a  Federal  Trade 
Commission,  to  define  its  powers  and  duties,  and  for  other  purposes", 
approved  September  26,  1914:  Provided  further,  That  the  preceding 
proviso  shall  not  make  lawful  any  contract  or  agreement,  providing 
for  the  establishment  or  maintenance  of  minimum  resale  prices  on  any 
commodity  herein  involved,  between  manufacturers,  or  between  pro- 
ducers, or  between  wholesalers,  or  between  brokers,  or  between  factors, 
or  between  retailers,  or  between  persons,  firms,  or  corporations  in 
competition  with  each  other.  Every  person  who  shall  make  any  con- 
tract or  engage  in  any  combination  or  conspiracy  hereby  declared  to 
be  illegal  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction 
thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  $5,000,  or  by  imprison- 
ment not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court. 

[To  Monopolize,  Attempt  to  Monopolize,  Combine  or 
Conspire  a  Misdemeanor ;  Penalty] 

Sec.  2.  [26  Stat.  209;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  2.]  Every  person  who  shall 
monopolize,  or  attempt  to  monopolize,  or  combine  or  conspire  with 


»  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  C.  647,  26  Stat.  209, 
51st  Cong.,  Ist  Bess.  (S.  2.  Public  190),  as 
amended  by  Act  of  March  3.  1911,  c.  231, 
36   Stat.    1167,    and    Act   of   Aug.    17,    1937 


("Mlller-Tydlngs  Act"),  c.  690,  50  Stat. 
693.  75th  Cong..  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  7472, 
Public  314). 
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any  other  person  or  persons,  to  monopolize  any  part  of  the  trade  or  com- 
merce among  the  several  States,  or  with  foreign  nations,  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction  thereof,  shall  be 
punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  or  by  imprison- 
ment not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court. 

[Contract,  Combination  or  Conspiracy  in  Territories  or 
District  of  Columbia  Illegal ;  Penalty] 

Sec  3.  [26  Stat.  209 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  3.]  Every  contract,  combina- 
tion in  form  of  trust  or  otherwise,  or  conspiracy,  in  restraint  of  trade 
or  commerce  in  any  Territory  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  or  in  restraint  of  trade  or  commerce  between  any  such 
Territory  and  another,  or  between  any  such  Territory  or  Territories 
and  any  State  or  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  with  foreign 
nations,  or  between  the  District  of  Columbia  and  any  State  or  States 
or  foreign  nations,  is  hereby  declared  illegal.  Every  person  who  shall 
make  any  such  contract  or  engage  in  any  such  combination  or  con- 
spiracy, shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  conviction 
thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  fine  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars, 
or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both  said  punish- 
ments, in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

[Equity  Cases:  Jurisdiction  and  Procedure] 

Sec.  4.  [26  Stat.  209;  15  U.  S.  C.  §4.]  The  several  district* 
courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  invested  with  jurisdiction  to 
prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this  act;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective 
districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney-General,  to  institute 
proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such  violations.  Such 
proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petition  setting  forth  the  case  and  pray- 
ing that  such  violation  shall  be  enjoined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When 
the  parties  complained  of  shall  have  been  duly  notified  of  such  petition 
the  court  shall  proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be,  to  the  hearing  and  determi- 
[26  Stat.  210]  •  nation  of  the  case ;  and  pending  such  petition  and 
before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such  temporary 
restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  just  in  the  premises. 

[Adding  Parties  in  EJquity  Cases] 

Sec.  5.  [26  Stat.  210;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  5.]  Whenever  it  shall  appear 
to  the  court  before  which  any  proceeding  under  section  four  of  this 
act  may  be  pending,  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  that  other  parties 
should  be  brought  before  the  court,  the  court  may  cause  them  to  be 
summoned,  whether  they  reside  in  the  district  in  which  the  court  is 
held  or  not,  and  subpoenas  to  that  end  may  be  served  in  any  district 
by  the  marshal  thereof. 


"This  section  as  enacted  gave  "circuit" 
courts  the  Jurisdiction  specified,  but  the 
Act  of  Mar.  3.  1911  (36  SUt.  1087)  abolished 
the  circuit  courts  and  conferred  their 
powers  upon  the  district  courts. 


"  Bracketed  numbers  in  text  refer  to  re- 
port of  law  in  Statutes  at  Large. 


Clayton  Act 


> 


[Forfeiture  of  Property  in  Transit] 

Sec.  6.  [26  Stat.  210;  15  U.  S.  C.  §6.]  Any  property  owned 
under  any  contract  or  by  any  combination,  or  pursuant  to  any  con- 
spiracy (and  being  the  subject  thereof)  mentioned  in  section  one  of 
this  act,--and  being  in  the  course  of  transportation  from  one  State  to 
another,  or  to  a  foreign  country,  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  United  States, 
,  I  and  may  be  seized  and  condemned  by  like  proceedings  as  those  provided 

by  law  for  the  forfeiture,  seizure,  and  condemnation  of  property  im- 
ported into  the  United  States  contrary  to  law. 

[Treble  Damage  Suits] 

Sec.  7.     [26  Stat.  210;  (Cf.  15  U.  S.  C.  §  15  and  note).]     Any 
person  who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other 
V  person  or  corporation  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  or  declared  to  be 

unlawful  by  this  act,  may  sue  therefor  in  any  district*  court  of  the 
United  .States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found, 
without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover  three- 
fold the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  costs  of  suit,  including  a 
reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

9  [Definitions] 

'  Sec.  8.     [26  Stat.  210;  15  U.  S.  C.  §7.]     The  word  "person,"  or 

"persons,"  wherever  used  in  this  act,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  cor- 
porations and  associations  existing  under  or  authorized  by  the  laws 
of  either  the  United  States,  the  laws  of  any  of  the  Territories,  the  laws 
of  any  State,  or  the  laws  of  any  foreign  country. 


CLAYTON  ACT* 

[Definitions] 

Sec.  1.  [38  Stat.  730;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  12.]  "Antitrust  laws,"  as 
used  herein,  includes  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  protect  trade  and 
commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  approved  July 
second,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety ;  sections  seventy-three  to  seventy- 
seven,  inclusive,  of  an  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to 
provide  revenue  for  the  Government,  and  for  other  purposes,"  of 
August  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four;  an  Act 
entitled  "An  Act  to  amend  sections  seventy-three  and  seventy-six  of  the 
Act  of  August  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four,  en- 
titled 'An  Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Govern- 
ment, and  for  other  purposes,' "  approved  February  twelfth,  nineteen 
hundred  and  thirteen ;  and  also  this  Act. 


*  See  supra  page  8.  note  2. 

•Act  of  Oct.  15.  1914.  c.  323.  38  Stat.  730. 
63d  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  15657.  Public 
212).  as  amended  by  Act  of  May  IS.  1916, 
c.  120.  39  Stat.  121.  64th  Cong.,  1st  Sess. 
(S.  4432.  Public  75);  Act  of  Aug.  31,  1916, 
c.  427.  39  Stet.  674.  64th  Cong..  Ist  Sess. 
(S.  J.  Res.  129.  Public  Res.  33);  Act  of 
Sept.    7,    1916.    c.    461.    39   Stat.    752.    64th 


Cong..  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  13391.  Public  270); 
Act  of  Mar.  4,  1917,  c.  190.  39  Stat.  1201. 
64th  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (S.  J.  Res.  206,  Public 
Res.  55);  Act  of  Jan.  12.  1918,  c.  8.  40 
Stat.  431.  65th  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (S.  J.  Res. 
106,  Public  Res.  20):  Act  of  Dec.  24,  1919. 
c.  18.  41  Stat.  378.  66th  Cong..  2d  Sess. 
(S.  2472,  Public  106);  Act  of  Feb.  28,  1920. 
c.   91.   41   Stat.   456.  66th  Cong..   2d  Sess. 
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"Commerce,"  as  used  herein,  means  trade  or  commerce  among  the 
several  States  and  with  foreign  nations,  or  between  the  District  of 
Columbia  or  any  Territory  of  the  United  States  and  any  State,  Terri-, 
tory,  or  foreign  nation,  or  between  any  insular  possessions  or  other 
places  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  or  between  any  such 
possession  or  place  and  any  State  or  Territory  of  the  United  States  or 
the  District  of  Columbia  or  any  foreign  nation,  or  within  the  District 
of  Columbia  or  any  Territory  or  any  insular  possession  or  other  place 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States:  Provided,  That  nothing  in 
this  Act  contained  shall  apply  to  the  Philippine  Islands. 

The  word  "person"  or  "persons"  wherever  used  in  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  to  include  corporations  and  associations  existing  under  or 
authorized  by  the  laws  of  either  the  United  States,  the  laws  of  any  of 
the  Territories,  the  laws  of  any  State,  or  the  laws  of  any  foreign  country. 

[Price  Discrimination  Unlawful] 

Sec.  2.  [38  Stat.  730;  49  Stat.  1526;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  13  (a).]  (a)  It 
shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  engaged  in  commerce,  in  the  course  of 
such  commerce,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  to  discriminate  in  price 
between  different  purchasers  of  commodities  of  like  grade  and  quality, 
where  either  or  any  of  the  purchases  involved  in  such  discrimination 
are  in  commerce,  where  such  commodities  are  sold  for  use,  consumption, 
or  resale  within  the  United  States  or  any  Territory  thereof  or  the 
District  of  Columbia  or  any  insular  possession  or  other  place  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and  where  the  effect  of  such  dis- 
crimination may  be  substantially  to  lessen  competition  or  tend  to  create 
a  monopoly  in  any  line  of  commerce,  or  to  injure,  destroy,  or  prevent 
competition  with  any  person  who  either  grants  or  knowingly  receives 
the  benefit  of  such  discrimination,  or  with  customers  of  either  of  them : 
Provided,  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  differentials 
which  make  only  due  allowance  for  differences  in  the  cost  of  manufac- 
ture, sale,  or  delivery  resulting  from  the  differing  methods  or  quantities 
in  which  such  commodities  are  to  such  purchasers  sold  or  delivered : 
Provided,  however,  That  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  may,  after  due 
investigation  and  hearing  to  all  interested  parties,  fix  and  establish 
quantity  limits,  and  revise  the  same  as  it  finds  necessary,  as  to  particular 
commodities  or  classes  of  commodities,  where  it  finds  that  available 
purchasers  in  greater  quantities  are  so  few  as  to  render  differentials  on 
account  thereof  unjustly  discriminatory  or  promotive  of  monopoly  in 
any  line  of  commerce ;  and  the  foregoing  shall  then  not  be  construed  to 
permit  differentials  based  on  differences  in  quantities  greater  than  those 
so  fixed  and  established :   And  provided  further.  That  nothing  herein 

1064,  73d  Cong..  2d  Sen.  (S.  3285,  Public 
416) :  Act  of  AUf .  23.  1935.  C.  614.  49  SUt. 
684,  74th  Cons..  Itt  SeM.  (H.  R.  7617. 
Public  305) :  Act  of  June  19,  1936,  c.  592. 
49  Stat.  1526,  74th  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R. 
8442.  Public  692);  Act  of  May  26.  1938,  c. 
283.  52  SUt.  446.  75th  Cong.,  3d  Sess.  (H.  R. 
8138.  Public  550):  Act  of  June  23,  1938.  c 
601,  52  SUt  1028;  1940  Reorganization  Plan 
IV,  54  SUt.  1235;  and  Acts  of  June  25,  1948, 
C.  645-646,  62  SUt.  638.  869,  80th  Cong..  2d 
Sess.  (H.  R.  3190.  Public  772;  H.  R.  3214. 
Public  773). 


(H.  R.  10453,  Public  152) ;  Act  of  May  26. 
1920,  c.  206.  41  SUt.  626,  66th  Cong..  2d 
Sess.  (H.  R.  13138.  Public  225):  Act  of 
Aug.  15.  1921.  c  64.  42  SUt.  159.  67th 
Cong..  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  6320,  Public  51): 
Act  of  Feb.  13,  1925.  C.  229.  43  SUt.  939; 
Act  of  Mar.  9,  1928.  c.  165,  45  SUt.  253. 
70th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  6491,  Public 
120);  Act  of  Mar.  2.  1929.  c.  581.  45  SUt. 
1536.  70th  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (S.  4039,  Public 
1007) :  Act  of  June  16.  1933,  c.  89.  48  SUt. 
162.  73d  Cong..  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  5661.  Public 
66):  Act  Ot  Jun«  19.   1934,  C.  652,  48  SUt. 
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contained  shall  prevent  persons  engaged  in  selling  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise  in  commerce  from  selecting  their  own  customers  in  bona 
fide  transactions  and  not  in  restraint  of  trade :  And  provided  further, 
That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  price  changes  from  time 
to  time  where  in  response  to  changing  conditions  affecting  the  market 
for  or  the  marketability  of  the  goods  concerned,  such  as  but  not  limited 
to  actual  or  imminent  deterioration  of  perishable  goods,  obsolescence 
of  seasonal  goods,  distress  sales  under  court  process,  or  sales  in  good 
faith  in  discontinuance  of  business  in  the  goods  concerned. 

[Burden  of  Rebutting  Price  Discrimination  on  Accused] 

[49  Stat.  1526;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  13  (b).]  (b)  Upon  proof  being  made, 
at  any  hearing  on  a  complaint  under  this  section,  that  there  has  been 
'discriminatioti  in  price  or  services  or  facilities  furnished,  the  burden 
of  rebutting  the  prima-facie  case  thus  made  by  showing  justification 
shall  be  upon  the  person  charged  with  a  violation  of  this  section,  and 
unless  justification  shall  be  affirmatively  shown,  the  Commission  is 
authorized  to  issue  an  order  terminating  the  discrimination :  Provided, 
however.  That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  a  seller  rebutting 
the  prima-facie  case  thus  made  by  showing  that  his  lower  price  or  the 
furnishing  of  services  or  facilities  to  any  purchaser  or  purchasers  was 
made  in  good  faith  to  meet  an  equally  low  price  of  a  competitor,  or  the 
services  or  facilities  furnished  by  a  competitor. 

[Commission  on  Sales  or  Purchases  Forbidden  Except  for 

Services  Rendered] 

[49  Stat.  1527;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  13  (c).]  (c)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any  person  engaged  in  commerce,  in  the  course  of  such  commerce,  to 
pay  or  grant,  or  to  receive  or  accept,  anything  of  value  as  a  commission, 
brokerage,  or  other  compensation,  or  any  allowance  or  discount  in  lieu 
thereof,  except  for  services  rendered  in  connection  with  the  sale  or 
purchase  of  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise,  either  to  the  other  party 
to  such  transaction  or  to  an  agent,  representative,  or  other  intermediary 
therein  where  such  intermediary  is  acting  in  fact  for  or  in  behalf,  or  is 
subject  to  the  direct  or  indirect  control,  of  any  party  to  such  transaction 
other  than  the  person  by  whom  such  compensation  is  so  granted  or  paid. 

[Payment  for  Services  or  Facilities  for  Processing  or  Sale 

Must  Be  Equal] 

[15  U.  S.  C.  §  13  (d).]  (d)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person 
engaged  in  commerce  to  pay  or  contract  for  the  payment  of  anything 
of  value  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  a  customer  of  such  person  in  the  course 
of  such  commerce  as  compensation  or  in  consideration  for  any  services 
or  facilities  furnished  by  or  through  such  customer  in  connection  with 
the  processing,  handling,  sale,  or  offering  for  sale  of  any  products  or 
commodities  manufactured,  sold,  or  offered  for  sale  by  such  person, 
unless  such  payment  or  consideration  is  available  on  proportionally 
equal  terms  to  all  other  customers  competing  in  the  distribution  of  such 
products  or  commodities. 
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[Equality  of  Services  or  Facilities  of  Processing,  HandUng  or  Sale] 

[15  U.  S.  C.  §  13  (e).]  (e)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to 
discriminate  in  favor  of  one  purchaser  against  another  purchaser  or 
purchasers  of  a  commodity  bought  for  resale,  with  or  without  process- 
ing, by  contracting  to  furnish  or  furnishing,  or  by  contributing  to  the 
furnishing  of,  any  services  or  facilities  connected  with  the  processing, 
handling,  sale,  or  offering  for  sale  of  such  commodity  so  purchased  upon 
terms  not  accorded  to  all  purchasers  on  proportionally  equal  terms. 

[Inducing  or  Receiving  Discriminatory  Price  Unlawful] 

[15  U.  S.  C.  §  13  (f).]  (f)  That  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person 
engaged  in  commerce,  in  the  course  of  such  commerce,  knowingly  to 
induce  or  receive  a  discrimination  in  price  which  is  prohibited  by  this 
section. 

[Lease  or  Sale  on  Agreement  Not  to  Use  Goods  of 

Competitor  Forbidden] 

Sec.  3.  [38  Stat.  731 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  14.]  It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any  person  engaged  in  commerce,  in  the  course  of  such  commerce,  to 
lease  or  make  a  sale  or  contract  for  sale  of  goods,  wares,  merchandise, 
machinery,  supplies  or  other  commodities,  whether  patented  or  un- 
patented, for  use,  consumption  or  resale  within  the  United  States  or  any 
Territory  thereof  or  the  District  of  Columbia  or  any  insular  possession 
or  other  place  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  or  fix  a  price 
charged  therefor,  or  discount  from,  or  rebate  upon,  such  price,  on  the 
condition,  agreement  or  understanding  that  the  lessee  or  purchaser 
thereof  shall  not  use  or  deal  in  the  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  ma- 
chinery, supplies  or  other  commodities  of  a  competitor  or  competitors 
of  the  lessor  or  seller,  where  the  effect  of  such  lease,  sale,  or  contract  for 
sale  or  such  condition,  agreement  or  understanding  may  be  to  substan- 
tially lessen  competition  or  tend  to  create  a  monopoly  in  any  line  of 
commerce. 

[Treble  Damage  Suits] 

Sec.  4.  [38  Stat.  731 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  15.]  Any  person  who  shall  be 
injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  reason  of  anything  forbidden  in 
the  antitrust  laws  may  sue  therefor  in  any  district  court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  district  in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found  or  has 
an  agent,  without  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall 
recover  threefold  the  damages  by  him  sustained,  and  the  cost  of  suit, 
including  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 

[Judgments  in  Favor  of  Government  Prima  Facie  Evidence 

Except  Consent  Decrees] 

Sec.  5.  [38  Stat.  731;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  16.]  A  final  judgment  or 
decree  hereafter  rendered  in  any  criminal  prosecution  or  in  any  suit  or 
proceeding  in  equity  brought  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  under 
the  antitrust  laws  to  the  effect  that  a  defendant  has  violated  said  laws 
shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  against  such  defendant  in  any  suit  or 
proceeding  brought  by  any  other  party  against  such  defendant  under 
said  laws  as  to  all  matters  respecting  which  said  judgment  or  decree 
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fl  would  be  an  estoppel  as  between  the  parties  thereto:  Provided,  This 

section  shall  not  apply  to  consent  judgments  or  decrees  entered  before 
any  testimony  has  been  taken :  Provided  further/^  This  section  shall 
not  apply  to  consent  judgments  or  decrees  rendered  in  criminal  pro- 
ceedings or  suits  in  equity,  now  pending,  in  which  the  taking  of  testi- 
mony has  been  commenced  but  has  not  been  concluded,  provided  such 
judgments  or  decrees  are  rendered  before  any  further  testimony  is 

H  taken. 

Whenever  any  suit  or  proceeding  in  equity  or  criminal  prosecution 
(^  is  instituted  by  the  United  States  to  prevent,  restrain  or  punish  viola- 

tions of  any  of  the  antitrust  laws,  the  running  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions in  respect  of  each  and  every  private  right  of  action  arising  under 
said  laws  and  based  in  whole  or  in  part  on  any  matter  complained  of  in 
said  suit  or  proceeding  shall  be  suspended  during  the  pendency  thereof. 

[Act  Inapplicable  to  Legitimate  Activities  of  Labor] 

Sec  6.  [38  Stat.  731 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  17.]  The  labor  of  a  human 
being  is  not  a  commodity  or  article  of  commerce.  Nothing  contained  in 
the  antitrust  laws  shall  be  construed  to  forbid  the  existence  and  opera- 
tion of  labor,  agricultural,  or  horticultural  organizations,  instituted  for 

0  the  purposes  of  mutual  help,  and  not  having  capital  stock  or  conducted 
for  profit,  or  to  forbid  or  restrain  individual  members  of  such  organiza- 
tions from  lawfully  carrying  out  the  legitimate  objects  thereof;  nor 
shall  such  organizations,  or  the  members  thereof,  be  held  or  construed 
to  be  illegal  combinations  or  conspiracies  in  restraint  of  trade,  under 
the  antitrust  laws. 

m.  [Restriction  on  One  Corporation  Acquiring  Stock  of  Another] 

Sec  7.»    [38  Stat.  731 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  18.]     No  corporation  engaged 

in  commerce  shall  acquire,  directly  or  indirectly,  the  whole  or  any  part 

of  the  stock  or  other  share  capital  of  another  corporation  engaged  also 

in  commerce,  where  the  effect  of  such  acquisition  mav  be  to  suhstan- 

p,  tiallv  lessen  competition  [38  Stat.  732]  h^tw^^n  th^  nr^^^r^^^ur^r^  wT^qc^ 

f  X  gfnrlf  ic   cr>   nrgiiin^rt   nrir<    »V.o   />^»y^^>,^j^n    fTM^'^rig  f|^f»   aCquisitJOn^   OF  tO 

0k^  0  restrain  such  commerce  in  any  section  or  community,  or  tend  to  create 

a  monopoly  of  any  line  of  commerce. 

No  corporation  shall  acquire,  directly  or  indirectly,  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  stock  or  other  share  capital  of  two  or  more  corporations 
engaged  in  commerce  where  the  effect  of  such  acquisition,  or  the  use 
of  such  stock  by  the  voting  or  granting  of  proxies  or  otherwise,  may 
^  be  to  substantially  |essen  competition  between  such  corporations,  or 

^  any  of  them,  whose  stock  or  other  share  capital  is  so  acquired,  or  to 

restrain  such  commerce  in  any  section  or  community,  or  tend  to  create 
a  monopoly  of  any  line  of  commerce.  *     *" 

This  section  shall  not  apply  to  corporations  purchasing  such  stock 
gi^i^iy  f^|-  ^riy^y^yyifnt  aud  uot  usiug  the  same  by  voting  or  otherwise 
to  bnng  about,  or  in  attempting  to  bring  about,  the  substantial  lessening 

1  of  competition.  Nor  shall  anything  contained  in  this  section  prevent  a 
corporation  engaged  in  commerce  from  causing  the  formation  of  sub- 

•  Thli  proviso  omitted  from  the  Code  as         »  Restricted  by  I  3  of  the  Webb  Export 
temporary  leglsIaUon.  Trade  Act,  infra  page  36. 
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stdiary  corporations  for  the  actual  carrying  on  of  their  immediate  lawful 
business,  or  the  natural  and  legitimate  branches  or  extTsions  thereof 
or  from  owning  and  holding  all  or  a  part  of  the  stock  of  such  subS^' 

KTompetllit!  '''  '"'''  "'  ^"^•'  ^«--'-  '«  -'  to  sib^tilS? 

com^n  ^o^"  anything  herein  contained  be  construed  to  prohibit  any 
in^Zrl    ^'".■^''^'fl  *°  ^^^  '^*^  t°  ^<=^lat«  commerce  from  aiding 

or  from  acSSor  ."*'  °  '^^,?'>'"P^^y  s«  aiding  in  such  construction 
nnic  "  a<:q"'"ng  or  owning  all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  such  branch 
lines,  nor  to  prevent  any  such  common  carrier  from  acquiring  and 
owning  all  or  any  part  of  the  stock  of  a  branch  or  short  line  constructed 

between  t^".'"*  '^"P""^  ^^t''  '^'''  '^  "°  substantia?  competit  on 
between  the  company  owning  the  branch  line  so  constructed  and  the 

noXreX' sih  c^ "  ''"^  ^*=^"T"«  **^  P^^P^^^  ^  ^  ™terest  tHerein! 
The  meE  nf  th.  "'"•°  ■  "'"*/  ^'°'"  ^tending  any  of  its  lines  through 
the  medium  of  the  acquisition  of  stock  or  otherwise  of  any  other  such 

cZ^nv  «tTndrn»'-f  *r "'  '"  T  substantial  competition'between  "he 
cotnpany  extending  its  lines  and  the  company  whose  stock,  property 
or  an  interest  therein  is  so  acquired.  P™P=«y, 

anv  ri^hf 'l!f.^?^/^'"^i'^  '"„**''"  '^"=.*'°?  '''^»  *><=  f"*^'^  t°  affect  or  impair 
seYtiol^hi^l  h.  K  *?!;'  '^^^"^  acquired:  Prowrf.rf,  That  nothing  in  "his 
htS  u-u  *^  "J  construed  to  authorize  or  make  lawful  anything 

exemo  InvPn°''''"*f  "^  ^'"^'^  "1"^'  ''^  *»»*  antitrust  laws,  nor  "o 
edre'^JlieTe^nTro'ded"  '"'  '''"''  P^°^'"°"^  ^''"'^^  °^  ^"^  ^'^"  -"" 

[When  Interlocking  Directorates  Forbidden] 
Sec.  8.     [38  Stat.  732-733 :  39  Stat.  121 :  41  Stat  626-  45  Stat  2*;^  • 

tor  ^'ffic= ''  '*'"  '!'•■  ''  V-  ^-C-  §  '^1  Noprivit'e  bankefo; 
R^^rv^'  <;  r  '  «'nP'°yee  of  any  member  bank  of  the  Federal 
Erector  XT  °'  ^"^,  ^'■^"'^  *''""°f  «''^"  •'c  at  the  same  time  a 
savins  h»nw'  \  *"lP'oy<=<=  of  any  other  bank,  banking  association. 
Act  nf«.t,  ',,''■"!,*  company  organized  under  the  National  Bank 
r^L  K°^  "'"**  u""**^":  •''«  •aws  of  any  State  or  of  the  District  of 
Coh^mbia  or  any  branch  thereof,  except  that  the  Board  of  Governors 

a    a  diWtl   nffi''"'  ^^''''?  "^y  ^y  ^*=^'^»'°"  P"-''  such  sei^cl 
fn.tt.  J!^         '  u^l  °J  enip'oyee  of  not  more  than  one  other  such 

aoolv  i??hr.^'"'f''  *''"*°^'"  ''"'  '^^  ^^^-^^"'"^  prohibition  shall  not 
thereof:  °    ^"^  °"*  "^  '"°''''  °^  *•**  following  or  any  branch 

mnrilL"^  ^"^'  ''anking  association,  savings  bank,  or  trust  company 
more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  stock  of  which  is  owned  directly  o^ 

ut^Zl  \^  *^'  '^7*'*^  ^*^i."  °'-  ^y  ^"y  corporation  of  whTch  the 
S  the  stock   '       '^  ^  °'  '"'"'''*'^  °^"*  '""^'^  *''^"  ^  P"  centum 

whil^L^l?'''  ^^"15'r^  association,  savings  bank,  or  trust  companv 
which  has  been  placed  formally  m  liquidation  or  which  is  in  the  hands 
of  a  receiver,  conservator,  or  other  official  exercising  similar  funcdons 
K,  i,-^       corporation,  principally  engaged  in  international  or  foreien 
banking  or  banking  m  a  dependency  or  insular  possession  of  the  UnTtf  d 


States  which  has  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Board  of  Gover- 
nors of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  pursuant  to  section  25  of  the 
Federal  Reserve  Act. 

(4)  A  bank,  banking  association,  savings  bank,  or  trust  company, 
more  than  50  per  centum  of  the  common  stock  of  which  is  owned 
directly  or  indirectly  by  persons  who  own  directly  or  indirectly  more 
than  50  per  centum  of  the  common  stock  of  such  member  bank. 

(5)  A  bank,  banking  association,  savings  bank,  or  trust  company 
not  located  and  having  no  branch  in  the  same  city,  town,  or  village  as 
that  in  which  such  member  bank  or  any  branch  thereof  is  located,  or  in 
any  city,  town,  or  village  contiguous  or  adjacent  thereto. 

(6)  A  bank,  banking  association,  savings  bank,  or  trust  company 
not  engaged  in  a  class  or  classes  of  business  in  which  such  member 
bank  is  engaged. 

(7)  A  mutual  savings  bank  having  no  capital  stock. 

Until  February  1,  1939,  nothing  in  this  section  shall  prohibit  any 
director,  officer,  or  employee  of  any  member  bank  of  the  Federal  Re- 
serve System,  or  any  branch  thereof,  who  is  lawfully  serving  at  the 
same  time  as  a  private  banker  or  as  a  director,  officer,  or  employee  of 
any  other  bank,  banking  association,  savings  bank,  or  trust  company, 
or  any  branch  thereof,  on  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  Banking  Act 
of  1935,  from  continuing  such  service. 

The  Board  of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System  is  author- 
ized and  directed  to  enforce  compliance  with  this  section,  and  to  pre- 
scribe such  rules  and  regulations  as  it  deems  necessary  for  that  purpose. 

[38  Stat.  733.]  From  and  after  two  years  from  the  date  of  the 
approval  of  this  Act  •  no  person  at  the  same  time  shall  be  a  director  in  any 
two  or  more  corporations,  any  one  of  which  has  capital,  surplus,  and 
undivided  profits  aggregating  more  than  $1,000,000,  engaged  in  whole 
or  in  part  in  commerce,  other  than  banks,  banking  associations,  trust 
companies  and  common  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  com- 
merce, approved  February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven, 
if  such  corporations  are  or  shall  have  been  theretofore,  by  virtue  of  their 
business  and  location  of  operation,  competitors,  so  that  the  elimination 
of  competition  by  agreement  between  them  would  constitute  a  violation 
of  any  of  the  provisions  of  any  of  the  antitrust  laws.  The  eligibility 
of  a  director  under  the  foregoing  provision  shall  be  determined  by  the 
aggregate  amount  of  the  capital,  surplus,  and  undivided  profits,  exclu- 
sive of  dividends  declared  but  not  paid  to  stockholders,  at  the  end  of 
the  fiscal  year  of  said  corporation  next  preceding  the  election  of 
directors,  and  when  a  director  has  been  elected  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  continue  as  such  for 
one  year  thereafter. 

[38  Stat.  733;  15  U.  S.  C.  §19.]  When  any  person  elected  or 
chosen  as  a  director  or  officer  or  selected  as  an  employee  of  any  bank 
or  other  corporation  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  is  eligible  at 
the  time  of  his  election  or  selection  to  act  for  such  bank  or  other  corpora- 

*The  preceding  words  of  this  paragraph 
have  been  omitted  from  the  Code  at  tempo- 
rary legislation. 
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tion  in  such  capacity  his  eligibility  to  act  in  such  capacity  shall  not  be 
affected  and  he  shall  not  become  or  be  deemed  amenable  to  any  of  the 
provisions  hereof  by  reason  of  any  change  in  the  affairs  of  such  bank  or 
other  corporation  from  whatsoever  cause,  whether  specifically  excepted 
by  any  of  the  provisions  hereof  or  not,  until  the  expiration  of  one  year 
from  the  date  of  his  election  or  employment. 

[Carrier's  Funds  Derived  from  Commerce; 
State  Prosecutions] 

Sec.  9.^  [62  Stat.  730;  18  U.  S.  C.  §  660]  Whoever,  being  a  pres- 
ident, director,  officer,  or  manager  of  any  firm,  association,  or  corpo- 
ration engaged  in  commerce  as  a  common  carrier,  or  whoever,  being 
an  employee  of  such  common  carrier  riding  in  or  upon  any  railroad 
car,  motortruck,  steamboat,  vessel,  aircraft  or  other  vehicle  of  such 
carrier  moving  in  interstate  commerce,  embezzles,  steals,  abstracts, 
or  wilfully  misapplies,  or  wilfully  permits  to  be  misapplied,  any  of 
the  moneys,  funds,  credits,  securities,  property,  or  assets  of  such  firm, 
association,  or  corporation  arising  or  accruing  from,  or  used  in,  such 
commerce,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  wilfully  or  knowingly  converts  the 
same  to  his  own  use  or  to  the  use  of  another,  shall  be  fined  not  more 
than  $5,000  or  imprisoned  not  more  than  ten  years,  or  both. 

The  offense  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  committed  not  only 
in  the  district  where  the  violation  first  occurred  but  also  in  any  dis- 
trict in  which  the  defendant  may  have  taken  or  had  possession  of  such 
moneys,  funds,  credits,  securities,  property  or  assets. 

A  judgment  of  conviction  or  acquittal  on  the  merits  under  the 
-laws  of  any  State  shall  be  a  bar  to  any  prosecution  hereunder  for 
the  same  act  or  acts. 

[Competitive  Bidding  in  Securities  Dealings  and  Construction 

Contracts  by  Interstate  Carrier] 

Sec.  10.'°  [38  Stat.  734;  39  Stat.  674;  39  Stat.  1201 ;  40  Stat.  431 ; 
41  Stat.  499,  15  U.  S.  C.  §  20.]  After  two  years  from  the  approval  of  this 
Act  '^  no  common  carrier  engaged  in  commerce  shall  have  any  dealings  in 
securities,  supplies  or  other  articles  of  commerce,  or  shall  make  or  have  any 
contracts  for  construction  or  maintenance  of  any  kind,  to  the  amount 
of  more  than  $50,000,  in  the  aggregate,  in  any  one  year,  with  another 
corporation,  firm,  partnership  or  association  when  the  said  common 
carrier  shall  have  upon  its  board  of  directors  or  as  its  president,  man- 
ager or  as  its  purchasing  or  selling  officer,  or  agent  in  the  particular 
transaction,  any  person  who  is  at  the  same  time  a  director,  manager, 
or  purchasing  or  selling  officer  of,  or  who  has  any  substantial  interest 
in,  such  other  corporation,  firm,  partnership  or  association,  unless  and 
except  such  purchases  shall  be  made  from,  or  such  dealings  shall  be 
with,  the  bidder  whose  bid  is  the  most  favorable  to  such  common 


•  8  9  of  the  Clayton  Act  (38  Stat.  733-734; 
18  U.  S.  §  412)  was  repealed  by  the  Act  of 
June  25.  1948,  c.  645.  62  Stat.  683.  80th 
Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  3190.  Public  772). 
The  substance  of  that  section  was  reen- 
acted  as  62  Stat.   730.   18  U.  S.  C.   I  660. 

*•  The  effective  date  of  5  10  was  succes- 
sively postponed  by  the  Acts  of  Aug.  31. 
1916  (39  SUt.   674),   Mar.   4,   1917   (39  Stat. 


1201).  Jan.  12,  1918  (40  Stat.  431)  and  Feb. 
28.  1920  (41  Stat.  456.  499).  The  last  ex« 
tension  was  to  Jan.  1,  1921.  with  the  pro- 
viso that  the  extension  "shall  not  apply 
In  the  case  of  any  corporation  organized 
after  Jan.  12,  1918." 

"  The  preceding  words  in  this  section 
have  been  omitted  from  the  Code  as  tempo- 
rary legislation. 
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carrier,  to  be  ascertained  by  competitive  bidding  under  regulations 
to  be  prescribed  by  rule  or  otherwise  by  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission.  No  bid  shall  be  received  unless  the  name  and  address  of 
the  bidder  or  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  officers,  directors  and 
general  managers  thereof,  if  the  bidder  be  a  corporation,  or  of  the 
members,  if  it  be  a  partnership  or  firm,  be  given  with  the  bid. 

•  Any  person  who  shall,  directly  or  indirectly,  do  or  attempt  to  do 
anything  to  prevent  anyone  from  bidding  or  shall  do  any  act  to  prevent 
free  and  fair  competition  among  the  bidders  or  those  desiring  to  bid  shall 
be  punished  as  prescribed  in  this  section  in  the  case  of  an  officer  or  director. 

Every  such  common  carrier  having  any  such  transactions  or  mak- 
ing any  such  purchases  shall  within  thirty  days  after  making  the  same 
file  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  a  full  and  detailed  state- 
ment of  the  transaction  showing  the  manner  of  the  competitive  bidding, 
who  were  the  bidders,  and  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  directors  and 
officers  of  the  corporations  and  the  members  of  the  firm  or  partnership 
bidding;  and  whenever  the  said  commission  shall,  after  investigation 
or  hearing,  have  reason  to  believe  that  the  law  has  been  violated  in  and 
about  the  said  purchases  or  transactions  it  shall  transmit  all  papers 
and  documents  and  its  own  views  or  findings  regarding  the  transaction 
to  the  Attorney  General. 

If  any  common  carrier  shall  violate  this  section  it  shall  be  fined  not 
exceeding  $25,000;  and  every  such  director,  agent,  manager  or  officer 
thereof  who  shall  have  knowingly  voted  for  or  directed  the  act  con- 
stituting such  violation  or  who  shall  have  aided  or  abetted  in  such 
violation  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  shall  be  fined 
not  exceeding  $5,000,  or  confined  in  jail  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  both, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

[Enforcement  by  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Federal  Com- 
munications Commission,  Federal  Reserve  Board,  and 
Federal  Trade  Commission;  Procedure] 

Sec  11.  [38  Stat.  734;  42  Stat.  169,  43  Stat.  939;  48  Stat.  1102; 
49  Stat.  704;  52  Stat.  1028;  54  Stat.  1235;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  21.]  Author- 
ity to  enforce  compliance  with  sections  2,  3,  7,  and  8  of  this  Act 
by  the  persons  respectively  subject  thereto  is  hereby  vested:  In  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  where  applicable  to  common  carriers 
subject  to  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended;  in  the  Federal 
Communications  Commission  where  applicable  to  common  carriers 
engaged  in  wire  or  radio  communication  or  radio  transmission  of 
energy;  in  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Authority  where  applicable  to  air 
carriers  and  foreign  air  carriers  subject  to  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act 
of  1938;  in  the  Federal  Reserve  Board  where  applicable  to  banks,  bank- 
ing associations,  and  trust  companies ;  and  in  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission where  applicable  to  all  other  character  of  commerce,  to  be 
exercised  as  follows : 

[38  Stat.  734;  15  U.  S.  C.  §21.]  Whenever  the  commission  or 
board  vested  with  jurisdiction  thereof  shall  have  reason  to  believe  that 
any  person  is  violating  or  has  violated  any  of  the  provisions  of  sections 
two,  three,  seven  and  eight  of  this  Act,  it  shall  issue  and  serve  upon  such 
person  a  complaint  stating  its  charges  in  that  respect,  and  containing 
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the  commission  or  board  reauir7n//V'*'*''  '''""''^  "°'  ^<=  «^"tered  by 
the  violation  of  the  law  soXZh  f  ^f'^"  '?  ^'""'^  ^"'l  d<=*'«t  ^^o*" 
make  application  and  uoon^ofn  .1  "^'l'^^'"?'^'"!-  Any  person  may 
commission  or  board   ^o^ntf™.  J,  ''''"^"  ""^^  ^^  ''""wed  by  the 

counsel  or  in  person    The  tei^l"*  ''"•**  ^^P^^'  '"  ^^'^  proceeding  bv 
reduced  to  wriUnTand  filed  in  t^"^  '"  ^^u  '"'''  Proceeding  shall  be 
upon  such  hearinf  ?he  commLk>n  n^  h  °^"''  <="'"'"'''°"  °^  ''"^^d-  " 
be  of  the  opinion  IhatanvoTth™-^'''''  f  '■''/  "^«  ""^X  ''«.  sh^II 
or  are  being  violated  it  Xnm/kP?°:if°^  ^'■'^.  '*<^"°"^  ^ave  been 
state  its  findings  as  to  the  fac?i^n^  ^^n"^  '"  "^"""^  '"  ^^'^^  ^t  shall 
on  such  person^an  order  reoS,;f,lhf  "'"'  '"^  '^"''^  '^  »»«  ««^«d 
such  violations,  and  divest  iseKtuPT''u  l^.^f^"*  and  desist  from 
directors  chosen  contrirt  tn  tv,.  „      -^  ^^""^  ^''^^  ""^  "^  'tself  of  the 
of  this  Act  .7  any  °her!  h^  ?n  th  P'^°^'*'°"^  "^  s««ions  seven  and  eight 
said  order    UmiU  transcrint  of^lT^"""'  T^^  ^'''''"  *">«  «'"«  ^''^d V 
been  filed  in  a  c  rcu  tTourt  of  ln«i'''?'"l  '"tt'H^''  ^'''"'^S  shall  have 
after  provided,  the  commiss?on^?  hi'  °i  "'"  ""'*'**  S'^'"'  «  Serein- 
notice  and  in  such  mTn?r  as  it  sh,n  H       """^  ^*  ^"^  *'•"*'  "P«"  "uch 
in  whole  or  in  part  any  re„or  or  a^l  ^^  ^'^Pf '  '"?'*"y  °'  ««'  «*<»«• 
this  section.  ^     ^    *  °'^  ^"^  '"^^*'"  ""ade  or  issued  by  it  under 

obey  such'ord^r^^fliy'  ^'  ^-^ ?'"^     ^^ *"'=''  P^i'son  fails  or  neglects  to 

the'corm^s°J^Jro?btVd"maTS  "''■"=  ^"^  ^-^  «  '""«-? 

United  States,  within  anTciri^f;/  t    '^  ''u  ^"'t  •^°"'*  ^^  appeals  of  the 
was  or  is  being  Totnmitted  or  whU      I  ^^^  '■•°'^*'°"  complained  of 
business,  for  the  enforcement  n7^!'  T^^  ^T?",  '^^''^''^  «'  "tarries  on 
its  application  a  transcrimnf  ?k  °'''*;''  ^"''  '''^"  '^"''^3'  »"<!  «'«=  with 
includh,gaIIthetesTiSt;,kJ/^''!'K''*'  ''""'^  '"  ^''^^  proceeding, 
mission  Sr  board   uJoTsuch  filin..   f^l*"  '"P,- "  ?"^  °'*'"  °^  »•>«  ^o™' 
court  shall  cause  not°ce  thereof  f„  hi  '  ^PP'-^^^^'^"  a"d  transcript  the 
thereupon  shall  have  urisdicdon  of  the  f '^'^'^^."P*'"  ^"ch  P^son  and 
determined  therein  and  shall  h^v.^      proceeding  and  of  the  question 
pleadings   testimonv   l!r      ''^^«  P^^er  to  make  and  enter  upon  the 

decree  alrS°odifv^n/"°'"»"^'  '"'^  ^°''^  '"  ''"=''  transcripfa 
sion  or  boaTrhT  finfcf  of  thf:^'"^  =*•'"*•"  '^^  Z"^'''  °^  *•»«  ^°'""'is- 
if  supported  by  tesdmnnf  °^  *he  commission  or  board  as  to  the  facts, 

apply  to  he  court  o?&t^'ii';  •^°"'=j"siy«-  "  either  party  shal 
show  to  the  sat"sflcHon  of  th.  *  '!?K^'^*''*'°."^'  ^^id^"",  and  shall 
material  and  ?hat  there  L!l  °""  'uf  """''  additional  evidence  is 
adduce  such  evidence  in  thrnrL?T"*^'f  ^'^""''^  ^"^  ^^^  f^i'-re  to 
the  court  may  order  such  a'LTt^  ?^  *'*i"''  *''"  commission  or  board, 
commission  or  board  and  fnhf^°^"'''  evidence  to  be  taken  before  the 
nerandup^such  ter^sandrnnHv""**  "P^V*"*  '''*""«  in  such  man- 

The  commiss^n  or^ard  mav  mo^rf' ^V°fi ''!'''"'*  ""^^ ^*""  P'°P«"-- 
make  new  findings  bvreaJ?n^f^h^L"?-  ^"d.ngs  as  to  the  facts"  or 
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such  additional  evidence.  The  judgment  and  decree  of  the  court  shall 
be  final,  except  that  the  same  shall  be  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme 
Court  upon  certiorari  as  provided  in  section  two  hundred  and  forty 
of  the  Judicial  Code. 

Any  party  required  by  such  order  of  the  commission  or  board  to 
cease  and  desist  from  a  violation  charged  may  obtain  a  review  of  such 
order  in  said  circuit  court  of  appeals  by  filing  in  the  court  a  written 
petition  praying  that  the  order  of  the  commission  or  board  be  set  aside. 
A  copy  of  such  petition  shall  be  forthwith  served  upon  the  commission 
or  board,  and  thereupon  the  commission  or  board  forth-  [38  Stat.  736] 
with  shall  certify  and  file  in  the  court  a  transcript  of  the  record  as  herein- 
before provided.  Upon  the  filing  of  the  transcript  the  court  shall  have 
the  same  jurisdiction  to  affirm,  set  aside,  or  modify  the  order  of  the 
commission  or  board  as  in  the  case  of  an  application  by  the  commission 
or  board  for  the  enforcement  of  its  order,  and  the  findings  of  the 
commission  or  board  as  to  the  facts,  if  supported  by  testimony,  shall 
in  like  manner  be  conclusive. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  United  States 
to  enforce,  set  aside,  or  modify  orders  of  the  commission  or  board  shall 
be  exclusive. 

Such  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  shall  be  given 
precedence  over  other  cases  pending  therein,  and  shall  be  in  every  way 
expedited.  No  order  of  the  commission  or  board  or  the  judgment  of 
the  court  to  enforce  the  same  shall  in  any  wise  relieve  or  absolve  any 
person  from  any  liability  under  the  antitrust  Acts. 

Complaints,  orders,  and  other  processes  of  the  commission  or  board 
under  this  section  may  be  served  by  anyone  duly  authorized  by  the 
commission  or  board,  either  (a)  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof  to  the 
person  to  be  served,  or  to  a  member  of  the  partnership  to  be  served,  or 
to  the  president,  secretary,  or  other  executive  officer  or  a  director  of  the 
corporation  to  be  served;  or  (b)  by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  at  the 
principal  office  or  place  of  business  of  such  person  ;  or  (c)  by  registering 
and  mailing  a  copy  thereof  addressed  to  such  person  at  his  principal 
office  or  place  of  business.  The  verified  return  by  the  person  so  serving 
said  complaint,  order,  or  other  process  setting  forth  the  manner  of 
said  service  shall  be  proof  of  the  same,  and  the  return  post-office  receipt 
for  said  complaint,  order,  or  other  process  registered  and  mailed  as 
aforesaid  shall  be  proof  of  the  service  of  the  same. 

[Where  Corporation  May  Be  Sued;  Process] 

Sec.  12.  [38  Stat.  736;  15  U.  S.  C.  §22.]  Any  suit,  action,  or 
proceeding  under  the  antitrust  laws  against  a  corporation  may  be 
brought  not  only  in  the  judicial  district  whereof  it  is  an  inhabitant, 
but  also  in  any  district  wherein  it  may  be  found  or  transacts  business ; 
and  all  process  in  such  cases  may  be  served  in  the  district  of  which  it  is 
an  inhabitant,  or  wherever  it  may  be  found. 

[Subpoenas  for  Witnesses] 

Sec  13.  [38  Stat.  736;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  23.]  In  any  suit,  action,  or 
proceeding  brought  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States  subpoenas  for 
witnesses  who  are  required  to  attend  a  court  of  the  United  States  in 
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any  judicial  district  in  any  case,  civil  or  criminal,  arising  under  the  anti- 
trust laws  may  run  into  any  other  district :  Provided,  That  in  civil  cases 
no  writ  of  subpoena  shall  issue  for  witnesses  living  out  of  the  district 
in  which  the  court  is  held  at  a  greater  distance  than  one  hundred  miles 
from  the  place  of  holding  the  same  without  the  permission  of  the  trial 
court  being  first  had  upon  proper  application  and  cause  shown. 

[Liability  of  Directors,  OfBcers  or  Agents  for  Violation  by  Corporation 

of  Criminal  Provisions  of  Act ;  Penalty] 

Sec.  14.  [38  Stat.  736;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  24.]  Whenever  a  corpora- 
tion shall  violate  any  of  the  penal  provisions  of  the  antitrust  laws,  such 
violation  shall  be  deemed  to  be  also  that  of  the  individual  directors, 
officers,  or  agents  of  such  corporation  who  shall  have  authorized, 
ordered,  or  done  any  of  the  acts  constituting  in  whole  or  in  part  such 
violation,  and  such  violation  shall  be  deemed  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon 
conviction  therefor  of  any  such  director,  officer,  or  agent  he  shall  be 
punished  by  a  fine  of  not  exceeding  $5,0()0  or  by  imprisonment  for  not 
exceeding  one  year,  or  by  both,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

• 

[Equity  Cases:    Jurisdiction  and  Procedure] 

Sec.  15.  [38  Stat.  736;  15  U.  S.  C.  §25.]  The  several  district 
courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  invested  with  jurisdiction  to 
prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  this  Act,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United  States,  in  their  respective 
districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General,  to  institute  pro- 
ceedings in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain  such  violations.  Such  pro- 
ceedings may  be  by  way  of  petition  setting  forth  the  case  and  praying 
that  such  violation  shall  be  enjoined  or  otherwise  prohibited.  When  the 
parties  com-  [38  Stat.  737]  plained  of  shall  have  been  duly  notified  of 
such  petition,  the  court  shall  proceed,  as  soon  as  may  be,  to  the  hearing 
and  determination  of  the  case;  and  pending  such  petition,  and  before 
final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such  temporary  restrain- 
ing order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  just  in  the  premises.  When- 
ever it  shall  appear  to  the  court  before  which  any  such  proceeding  may 
be  pending  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  that  other  parties  should 
be  brought  before  the  court,  the  court  may  cause  them  to  be  summoned, 
whether  they  reside  in  the  district  in  which  the  court  is  held  or  not. 
and  subpoenas  to  that  end  may  be  served  in  any  district  by  the  marshal 

thereof. 

« 

[Suit  for  Injunction  by  Party  Damaged  Except  Against 

Common  Carrier] 

Sec  16.  [38  Stat.  737;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  26.]  Any  person,  firm,  cor- 
poration, or  association  shall  be  entitled  to  sue  for  and  have  injunctive 
relief,  in  any  court  of  the  United  States  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
parties,  against  threatened  loss  or  damage  by  a  violation  of  the  anti- 
trust laws,  including  sections  two,  three,  seven  and  eight  of  this  Act. 
when  and  under  the  same  conditions  and  principles  as  injunctive  relief 
against  threatened  conduct  that  will  cause  loss  or  damage  is  granted 
by  courts  of  equity,  under  the  rules  governing  such  proceedings,  and 
upon  the  execution  of  proper  bond  against  damages  for  an  injunction 
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improvidently  granted  and  a  showing  that  the  danger  of  irreparable 
loss  or  damage  is  immediate,  a  preliminary  injunction  may  issue :  Pro- 
vided, That  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  entitle  any 
person,  firm,  corporation,  or  association,  except  the  United  States, 
to  bring  suit  in  equity  for  injunctive  relief  against  any  common  carrier 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce,  approved 
February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  in  respect  of  any 
matter  subject  to  the  regulation,  supervision,  or  other  jurisdiction  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission. 

[Injunctions;  Orders;  Security;  Binding  Effect] 

[Sections  17,  18  and  19  of  the  Clayton  Act  were  repealed  by  the 
Act  of  June  25,  1945."] 

[When  Injunctions  Prohibited  in  Labor  Disputes] 

Sec.  20.  [38  Stat.  738 ;  29  U.  S.  C.  §  52.]  No  restraining  order  or 
injunction  shall  be  granted  by  any  court  of  the  United  States,  or  a 
judge  or  the  judges  thereof,  in  any  case  between  an  employer  and  em- 
ployees, or  between  employers  and  employees,  or  between  employees, 
or  between  persons  employed  and  persons  seeking  employment,  involv- 
ing, or  growing  out  of,  a  dispute  concerning  terms  or  conditions  of 
employment,  unless  necessary  to  prevent  irreparable  injury  to  property, 
or  to  a  property  right,  of  the  party  making  the  application,  for  which 
injury  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  such  property  or 
property  right  must  be  described  with  particularity  in  the  application, 
which  must  be  in  writing  and  sworn  to  by  the  applicant  or  by  his  agent 
or  attorney. 

And  no  such  restraining  order  or  injunction  shall  prohibit  any  per- 
son or  persons,  whether  singly  or  in  concert,  from  terminating  any 
relation  of  employment,  or  from  ceasing  to  perform  any  work  or  labor, 
or  from  recommending,  advising,  or  persuading  others  by  peaceful 
means  so  to  do ;  or  from  attending  at  any  place  where  any  such  person 
or  persons  may  lawfully  be,  for  the  purpose  of  peacefully  obtaining  or 
communicating  information,  or  from  peacefully  persuading  any  person 
to  work  or  to  abstain  from  working;  or  from  ceasing  to  patronize  or 
to  employ  any  party  to  such  dispute,  or  from  recommending,  advising, 
or  persuading  others  by  peaceful  and  lawful  means  so  to  do ;  or  from 
paying  or  giving  to,  or  withholding  from,  any  person  engaged  in  such 
dispute,  any  strike  benefits  or  other  moneys  or  things  of  value ;  or  from 
peaceably  assembling  in  a  lawful  manner,  and  for  lawful  purposes ; 
or  from  doing  any  act  or  thing  which  might  lawfully  be  done  in  the 
absence  of  such  dispute  by  any  party  thereto ;  nor  shall  any  of  the  acts 
specified  in  this  paragraph  be  considered  or  held  to  be  violations  of 
any  law  of  the  United  States." 


M  81  17,  18  and  19  of  the  Clas^ton  Act  (38 
Stat  737-738:  28  U.  S.  C.  381-383)  were  re- 
pealed by  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948,  c  646, 
62  Stat.  869,  80th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (H.  R. 
3214,  Public  773),  because  the  substance  of 
those  sections  la  covered  by  Rule  6S,  Fed- 


eral Rules  of  Civil  Procedure.     (H.  Rept 
No.  308.  80th  Cong..  1st  Sess.,  page  A236.) 
"  See  Norrls-La  Guardia  Act  of  Mar.  23 

iJV;  o  ??•  il  ^^^  '®'  '2d  Cong.,  1st  Sess., 
29  U.  S.  C.  if  lOMlS. 
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[Criminal  Contempts]  ** 

[62  Stat.  701 ;  18  U.  S.  C.  402.]  Any  person,  corporation  or 
association  wilfully  disobeying  any  lawful  writ,  process,  order,  rule, 
decree,  or  command  of  any  district  court  of  the  United  States  or 
any  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  doing  any  act  or  thing  therein, 
or  thereby  forbidden,  if  the  act  or  thing  so  done  be  of  such  character 
as  to  constitute  also  a  criminal  offense  under  any  statute  of  the  United 
States  or  under  the  laws  of  any  State  in  which  the  act  was  committed, 
shall  be  prosecuted  for  such  contempt  as  provided  in  section  3691  of 
this  title  and  shall  be  punished  by  fine  or  imprisonment,  or  both. 

Such  fine  shall  be  paid  to  the  United  States  or  to  the  complainant 
or  other  party  injured  by  the  act  constituting  the  contempt,  or  may, 
where  more  than  one  is  so  damaged,  be  divided  or  apportioned  among 
them  as  the  court  may  direct,  but  in  no  case  shall  the  fine  to  be  paid 
to  the  United  States  exceed,  in  case  the  accused  is  a  natural  person, 
the  sum  of  $1,000  nor  shall  such  imprisonment  exceed  the  term  of 
six  months. 

This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  relate  to  contempts  com- 
mitted in  the  presence  of  the  court,  or  so  near  thereto  as  to  obstruct 
the  administration  of  justice,  nor  to  contempts  committed  in  disobedi- 
ence of  any  lawful  writ,  process,  order,  rule,  decree  or  command  entered 
in  any  suit  or  action  brought  or  prosecuted  in  the  name  of,  or  on 
behalf  of,  the  United  States,  but  the  same,  and  all  other  cases  of  con- 
tempt not  specifically  embraced  in  this  section  may  be  punished  in 
conformity  to  the  prevailing  usages  at  law. 

m        *        * 

[62  Stat.  828;  18  U.  S.  C  §3285.]  No  proceeding  for  criminal 
contempt  within  section  402  of  this  title  shall  be  instituted  against 
any  person,  corporation  or  association  unless  begun  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  the  act  complained  of ;  nor  shall  any  such  proceeding 
be  a  bar  to  any  criminal  prosecution  for  the  same  act. 

♦        *         * 

[62  Stat.  844;  18  U.  S.  C.  §  3691.]  Whenever  a  contempt  charged 
shall  consist  in  wilful  disobedience  of  any  lawful  writ,  process,  order, 
rule,  decree,  or  command  of  any  district  court  of  the  United  States 
by  doing  or  omitting  any  act  or  thing  in  violation  thereof,  and  the 
act  or  thing  done  or  omitted  also  constitutes  a  criminal  offense  under 
any  Act  of  Congress,  or  under  the  laws  of  any  state  in  which  it  was 
done  or  omitted,  the  accused,  upon  demand  therefor,  shall  be  entitled 
to  trial  by  jury,  which  shall  conform  as  near  as  may  be  to  the  practice 
in  other  criminal  cases. 

This  section  shall  not  apply  to  contempts  committed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  court,  or  so  near  thereto  as  to  obstruct  the  administration 
of  justice,  nor  to  contempts  committed  in  disobedience  of  any  lawful 
writ,  process,  order,  rule,  decree,  or  command  entered  in  any  suit  or 
action  brought  or  prosecuted  in  the  name  of,  or  on  behalf  of,  the 
United  States. 


"  §5  21-25  of  the  Qayton  Act  (38  Stat. 
738-740;  28  U.  S.  C.  S§  386-390)  were  re- 
pealed by  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948,  c.  645, 
62  Stat.  683,  80th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (H.  R. 
3190,  Public  772).  The  substance  of  §§  21, 
22,  24,  and  25  was  reenacted  as  set  forth 


above.  S  23  was  omitted  because  of  obso- 
lescence under  the  civil  and  criminal  rules 
promulgated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  (H.  Rept.  No.  304.  80th 
Cong.,  1st  Sess..  page  A218.) 
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[Separability  Provision] 

Sec.  26.  [38  Stat.  740;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  27.]  If  any  clause,  sentence, 
paragraph,  or  part  of  this  Act  shall,  for  any  reason,  be  adjudged  by  any 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid,  such  judgment  shall  not 
affect,  impair,  or  invalidate  the  remainder  thereof,  but  shall  be  confined 
in  its  operation  to  the  clause,  sentence,  paragraph,  or  part  thereof 
directly  involved  in  the  controversy  in  which  such  judgment  shall  have 
been  rendered. 


ROBINSON-PATMAN  ACT  " 

[Section  1  of  this  Act  amends  section  2  of  the  Clayton  Act  and  appears  under 
that  caption.  Section  2  provided  that  the  Robinson-Patman  Act  shall  not  affect 
rights  of  action  arising,  or  litigation  pending,  orders  of  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission issued  and  in  effect,  based  on  section  2  of  the  Clayton  Act,  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  the  Robinson-Patman  Act.] 

[Discrimination  Among  Competitors  as  to  Rebates,  Discounts,  or 
Advertising  Service  Charges;  Penalty] 

Sec  3.  [49  Stat.  1528;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  13a.]  It  shall  be  unlawful 
for  any  person  engaged  in  commerce,  in  the  course  of  such  commerce, 
to  be  a  party  to,  or  assist  in,  any  transaction  of  sale,  or  contract  to  sell, 
which  discriminates  to  his  knowledge  against  competitors  of  the  purchaser, 
in  that,  any  discount,  rebate,  allowance,  or  advertising  service  charge 
is  granted  to  the  purchaser  over  and  above  any  discount,  rebate,  allow- 
ance, or  advertising  service  charge  available  at  the  time  of  such  trans- 
action to  said  competitors  in  respect  of  a  sale  of  goods  of  like  grade, 
quality,  and  quantity ;  to  sell,  or  contract  to  sell,  goods  in  any  part  of 
the  United  States  at  prices  lower  than  those  exacted  by  said  person 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  destroying  competi- 
tion, or  eliminating  a  competitor  in  such  part  of  the  United  States; 
or,  to  sell,  or  contract  to  sell,  goods  at  unreasonably  low  prices  for  the 
purpose  of  destroying  competition  or  eliminating  a  competitor. 

Any  person  violating  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall, 
upon  conviction  thereof,  be  fined  not  more  than  $5,000  .or  imprisoned 
not  more  than  one  year,  or  both. 

[Exceptions  as  to  Net  Earnings  or  Surplus  of  Cooperatives] 

Sec.  4.  [49  Stat.  1528;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  13b.]  Nothing  in  this  Act 
shall  prevent  a  cooperative  association  from  returning  to  its  members, 
producers,  or  consumers  the  whole,  or  any  part  of,  the  net  earnings 
or  surplus  resulting  from  its  trading  operations,  in  proportion  to 
their  purchases  or  sales  from,  to,  or  through  the  association. 

[Exemption  of  Non-Profit  Institutions] 

[52  Stat.  446;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  13c.]  .  .  .  nothing  in  the  Act  approved 
June  19, 1936  (Public,  Numbered  692,  Seventy-fourth  Congress,  second 
session),  known  as  the  Robinson-Patman  Antidiscrimination  Act,  shall 


"Act  of  JMne  19,  1936,  c.  592,  49  Stat 
1526.  74th  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  8442,  Pub- 
lie  692)  «■  amended  by  Act  of  May  26.  1938, 


c.   283,   52  Stat.   446.   7Sth  Cong..  3d  Sess. 
(H.  R.  8148,  Public  550). 
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apply  to  purchases  of  their  supplies  for  their  own  use  by  schools,  col- 
leges  universities,  public  libraries,  churches,  hospitals,  and  charitable 
institutions  not  operated  for  profit. 


FEDERAL  TRADE  COMMISSION  ACT  *• 

[Definitions] 

Sec  4.  [52  Stat.  Ill;  15  U.S.  C.§  44.]  The  words  defined  in 
this  section  shall  have  the  following  meaning  when  found  in  this 
Act,  to  wit: 

"Commerce"  means  commerce  among  the  several  States  or  with 
foreign  nations,  or  in  any  Territory  of  the  United  States  or  in  the 
district  of  Columbia,  or  between  any  such  Territory  and  another,  or 
between  any  such  Territory  and  any  State  or  foreign  nation,  or  between 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  any  State  or  Territory  or  foreign  nation. 

jSfy^^'^^*^^""  ^^^^^  ^^  deemed  to  include  any  company,  trust,  so- 
called  Massachusetts  trust,  or  association,  incorporated  or  unincorpo- 
rated, which  IS  organized  to  carry  on  business  for  its  own  profit  or  that 
of  Its  members,  and  has  shares  of  capital  or  capital  stock  or  certificates 
of  interest,  and  any  company,  trust,  so-called  Massachusetts  trust, 
or  association,  incorporated  or  unincorporated,  without  shares  of  capital 
or  capital  stock  or  certificates  of  interest,  except  partnerships,  which  is 
organized  to  carry  on  business  for  its  own  profit  or  that  of  its  members. 

"Documentary  evidence"  includes  all  documents,  papers,  corre- 
spondence, books  of  account,  and  financial  and  corporate  records. 

"Acts  to  regulate  commerce"  means  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to 
regulate  commerce,"  approved  February  14,  1887,  and  all  Acts  amend- 
^A^^An^A^^^  ^"^  supplementary  thereto  and  the  Communications 
Act  of  1934  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  and  supplementary  thereto. 

"Antitrust  Acts"  means  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  approved 
July  2,  1890;  also  sections  73  to  77,  inclusive,  of  an  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Government,  and 
for  other  purposes,"  approved  August  27,  1894;  also  the  Act  entitled 
An  Act^  to  amend  sections  73  and  76  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1894, 
entitled  'An  Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Gov- 
ernment, and  for  other  purposes'",  approved  February  12  1913-  and 
also  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  supplement  existing  laws  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and  for  other  purposes,"  approved 
October  15,  1914. 


*  Act  of  Sept.  26.  1914,  c.  11.  38  Stat.  717. 
63d  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  15613.  Public 
203) ;  as  amended  by  Act  ot  Feb.  13,  1925. 
c.  229.  43  Stat.  939:  Act  of  Mar.  21.  1938, 
c.  49,  52  Stat.  Ill,  75th  Cong..  3d  Seat.  (S. 
1077,  PubUc  447),  and  Act  of  June  23  1938, 
c.  601.  52  Stat.  1028,  75th  Cong.,  3d 
(S.  3845,  Public  706). 


In  the  case  of  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission Act  and  the  Acts  which  appear 
hereinafter,  those  sections  not  relating  di- 
rectly to  the  Antitrust  Laws  have  been 
omlttAd. 
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[Unfair  Methods  of  Competition  Unlawful ;  Procediurc  for 
Prevention  by  Federal  Trade  Commission] 

Sec  5.  [52  Stat.  Ill,  1028,  15  U.  S.  C.  §  45]  (a)  Unfair  methods 
of  competition  in  commerce,  and  unfair  or  deceptive  acts  or  practices 
in  commerce,  are  hereby  declared  unlawful. 

The  Commission  is  hereby  empowered  and  directed  to  prevent 
persons,  partnerships,  or  corporations,  except  banks,  common  carriers 
subject  to  the  Acts  to  regulate  commerce,  air  carriers  and  foreign 
air  carriers  subject  to  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act  of  1938,  and  persons, 
partnerships,  or  corporations  subject  to  the  Packers  and  Stockyards 
Act,  1921,  except  as  provided  in  section  406  (b)  of  said  Act,  from  using 
unfair  methods  of  competition  in  commerce  and  unfair  or  deceptive 
acts  or  practices  in  commerce. 

(b)  Whenever  the  Commission  shall  have  reason  to  believe  that 
any  such  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  has  been  or  is  using  any 
unfair  method  of  competition  or  unfair  or  deceptive  act  or  practice 
in  commerce,  and  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  Commission  that  a  proceeding 
by  it  in  respect  thereof  would  be  to  the  interest  of  the  public,  it  shall 
issue  and  serve  upon  such  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  a  com- 
plaint stating  its  charges  in  that  respect  and  containing  a  notice  of 
a  hearing  upon  a  day  and  at  a  place  therein  fixed  at  least  thirty  days 
after  the  service  of  said  complaint.  The  person,  partnership,  or  cor- 
poration so  complained  of  shall  have  the  right  to  appear  at  the  place 
and  time  so  fixed  and  show  cause  why  an  order  should  not  be  entered 
by  the  Commission  requiring  such  person,  partnership,  or  corporation 
to  cease  and  desist  from  the  violation  of  the  law  so  charged  in  said 
complaint.  Any  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  may  make  applica- 
tion, and  upon  good  cause  shown  may  be  allowed  by  the  Commission 
to  intervene  and  appear  in  said  proceeding  by  counsel  or  in  person. 
The  testimony  in  any  such  proceeding  shall  be  reduced  to  writing  and 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  Commission.  If  upon  such  hearing  the  Com- 
mission shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  the  method  of  competition  or  the 
act  or  practice  in  question  is  prohibited  by  this  Act,  it  shall  make  a 
report  in  writing  in  which  it  shall  state  its  findings  as  to  the  facts  and 
shall  issue  and  cause  to  be  served  on  such  person,  partnership,  or  cor- 
poration an  order  requiring  such  person,  partnership,  or  corporation 
to  cease  and  desist  from  using  such  method  of  competition  or  such 
act  or  practice.  Until  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  filing  a 
petition  for  review,  if  no  such  petition  has  been  duly  filed  within  such 
time,  or,  if  a  petition  for  review  has  been  filed  within  such  time  then 
until  the  transcript  of  the  record  in  the  proceeding  has  been  filed  in 
a  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  United  States,  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, the  Commission  may  at  any  time,  upon  such  notice  and  in  such 
manner  as  it  shall  deem  proper,  modify  or  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  any  report  or  any  order  made  or  issued  by  it  under  this  section. 
After  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  filing  a  petition  for  review, 
if  no  such  petition  has  been  duly  filed  within  such  time,  the  Commis- 
sion may  at  any  time,  after  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing,  reopen 
and  alter,  modify  or  set  aside,  in  whole  or  in  part,  any  report  or  order 
made  or  issued  by  it  under  this  section,  whenever  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Commission  conditions  of  fact  or  of  law  have  so  changed  as  to  require 
such  action  or  if  the  public  interest  shall  so  require :  Provided,  however. 


DAMAGED  PAGE^ 
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That  the  said  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  may,  within  sixty  days 
after  service  upon  him  or  it  of  said  report  or  order  entered  after  such 
a  reopening,  obtain  a  review  thereof  in  the  appropriate  circuit  court  of 
appeals  of  the  United  States,  in  the  manner  provided  in  subsection 
(c)  of  this  section. 

(c)  Any  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  required  by  an  order 
of  the  Commission  to  cease  and  desist  from  using  any.  method  of 
competition  or  act  or  practice  may  obtain  a  review  of  such  order  in 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  United  States,  within  any  circuit 
where  the  method  of  competition  or  the  act  or  practice  in  question 
was  used  or  where  such  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  resides 
or  carries  on  business,  by  filing  in  the  court,  within  sixty  days  from 
the  datif  the  service  of  such  order,  a  written  petition  praying  that 
the  ordCT  of  the  Commission  be  set  aside.    A  copy  of  such  petition 
shall  be  forthwith  served  upon  the  Commission,  and  thereupon  the 
Commission  forthwith  shall  certify  and  file  in  the  court  a  transcript 
of  the   entire  record  in  the  proceeding,   including  all   the  evidence 
taken  and  the  report  and  order  of  the  Commission.   Upon  such  filing 
of  the  petition  and  transcript  the  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
proceeding  and  of  the  question  determined  therein,  and  shall  have 
power  to  make  and  enter  upon  the  pleadings,  evidence,  and  proceed- 
ings set  forth  in  such  transcript  a  decree  affirming,  modifying,  or 
setting  aside  the  order  of  the  Commission,  and  enforcing  the  same 
to  the  extent  that  such  order  is  affirmed,  and  to  issue  such  writs  as 
are  ancillary  to  its  jurisdiction  or  are  necessary  in  its  judgment  to 
prevent  injury  to  the  public  or  to  competitors  pendente  lite.    The 
findings  of  the  Commission  as  to  the  facts,  if  supported  by  evidence, 
shall  be  conclusive.    To  the  extent  that  the  order  of  the  Commission 
is  affirmed,  the  court  shall  thereupon  issue  its  own  order  commanding 
obedience  to  the  terms  of  such  order  of  the  Commission.    If  either 
party  shall  applv  to  the  court  for  leave  to  adduce  additional  evidence, 
and  shall  show 'to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  that  such  additional 
evidence  is  material  and  that  there  were  reasonable  grounds  for  the 
failure  to  adduce  such  evidence  in  the  proceeding  before  the  Com- 
mission, the  court  may  order  such  additional  evidence  to  be  taken 
before  the  Commission  and  to  be  adduced  upon  the  hearing  in  such 
manner  and  upon   such  terms  and  conditions  as  to  the  court  may 
seem   proper.    The  Commission  may  modify  its  findings  as  to  the 
facts,  or  make  new  findings,  by  reason   of  the  additional  evidence 
so  taken,  and  it  shall  file  such  modified  or  nevsr  findings,  which,  if 
supported  bv  evidence,  shall  be  conclusive,  and  its  recommendation, 
if  anv.  for  'the  modification   or  setting  aside  of  its  original  order, 
with  the  return  of  such  additional  evidence.   The  judgment  and  de- 
cree of  the  court  shall  be  final,  except  that  the  same  shall  be  subject 
to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  upon  certiorari,  as  provided  in  section 
240  of  the  Judicial  Code. 

(d)  The  jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  United 
States  to  affirm,  enforce,  modify,  or  set  aside  orders  of  the  Commis- 
sion shall  be  exclusive. 

(e)  Such  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  shall  be  given 
precedence  over  other  cases  pending  therein,  and  shall  be  in  every  way 
expedited.     No  order  of  the   Commission   or  judgment   of  court   to 
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enforce  the  same  shall  in  anywise  relieve  or  absolve  any  person,  part- 
nership, or  corporation  from  any  liability  under  the  Antitrust  Acts. 

(f)  Complaints,  orders,  and  other  processes  of  the  Commission 
under  this  section  may  be  served  by  anyone  duly  authorized  by  the 
Commission,  either  (a)  by  delivering  a  copy  thereof  to  the  person  to  be 
served,  or  to  a  member  of  the  partnership  to  be  served,  or  the  president, 
secretary,  or  other  executive  officer  or  a  director  of  the  corporation 
to  be  served;  or  (b)  by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  at  the  residence  or  the 
principal  office  or  place  of  business  of  such  person,  partnership,  or 
corporation ;  or  (c)  by  registering  and  mailing  a  copy  thereof  addressed 
to  such  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  at  his  or  its  residence  or 
principal  office  or  place  of  business.  The  verified  return  by  the^erson 
so  serving  said  complaint,  order,  or  other  process  setting  forth  the 
manner  of  said  service  shall  be  proof  of  the  same,  and  the  return 
post  office  receipt  for  said  complaint,  order,  or  other  process  registered 
and  mailed  as  aforesaid  shall  be  proof  of  the  service  of  the  same. 

(g)  An  order  of  the  Commission  to  cease  and  desist  shall  become 
final — 

(1)  Upon  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  filing  a 
petition  for  review,  if  no  such  petition  has  been  duly  filed  within 
such  time ;  but  the  Commission  may  thereafter  modify  or  set  aside 
its  order  to  the  extent  provided  in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection 
(b) ;  or 

(2)  Upon  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  for  filing  a  peti- 
tion for  certiorari,  if  the  order  of  the  Commission  has  been  affirmed, 
or  the  petition  for  review  dismissed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
and  no  petition  for  certiorari  has  been  duly  filed ;  or 

(3)  Upon  the  denial  of  a  petition  for  certiorari,  if  the  order 
of  the  Commission  has  been  affirmed  or  the  petition  for  review 
dismissed  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals;  or 

(4)  Upon  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the  date  of 
issuance  of  the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court,  if  such  Court 
directs  that  the  order  of  the  Commission  be  affirmed  or  the  peti- 
tion for  review  dismissed. 

(h)  If  the  Supreme  Court  directs  that  the  order  of  the  Commis- 
sion be  modified  or  set  aside,  the  order  of  the  Commission  rendered 
in  accordance  with  the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  shall  become 
final  upon  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the  time  it  was  ren- 
dered, unless  within  such  thirty  days  either  party  has  instituted  pro- 
ceedings to  have  such  order  corrected  to  accord  with  the  mandate,  in 
which  event  the  order  of  the  Commission  shall  become  final  when 
so  corrected. 

(i)  If  the  order  of  the  Commission  is  modified  or  set  aside  by  the 
circuit  court  of  appeals,  and  if  (1)  the  time  allowed  for  filing  a 
petition  for  certiorari  has  expired  and  no  such  petition  has  been 
duly  filed,  or  (2)  the  petition  for  certiorari  has  been  denied,  or  (3) 
the  decision  of  the  court  has  been  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
then  the  order  of  the  Commission  rendered  in  accordance  with  the 
niandate  of  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  shall  become  final  on  the  expira- 
tion of  thirty  days  from  the  time  such  order  of  the  Commission  was 
rendered,  unless  within  such  thirty  days  either  party  has  instituted 
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proceedings  to  have  such  order  corrected  so  that  it  will  accord  with 
the  mandate,  in  which  event  the  order  of  the  Commission  shall  become 
nnal  when  so  corrected. 

(j)  If  the  Supreme  Court  orders  a  rehearing;  or  if  the  case  is 
remanded  by  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  to  the  Commission  for  a 
rehearing,  and  if  (1)  the  time  allowed  for  filing  a  petition  for  certi- 
orari has  expired,  and  no  such  petition  has  been  duly  filed,  or  (2)  the 
petition  for  certiorari  has  been  denied,  or  (3)  the  decision  of  the  court 
has  been  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  then  the  order  of  the  Com- 
mission rendered  upon  such  rehearing  shall  become  final  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  no  prior  order  of  the  Commission  had  been  rendered. 

(k)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  "mandate,"  in  case  a  mandate 
has  been  recalled  prior  to  the  expiration  of  thirty  days  from  the  date 
of  issuance  thereof,  means  the  final  mandate. 

(1)  Any  person,  partnership,  or  corporation  who  violates  an  order 
of  the  Commission  to  cease  and  desist  after  it  has  become  final,  and 
while  such  order  is  in  effect,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  United  States 
a  civil  penalty  of  not  more  than  $5,000  for  each  violation,  which  shall 
accrue  to  the  United  States  and  may  be  recovered  in  a  civil  action 
brought  by  the  United  States. 

[Power  of  Federal  Trade  Commission  to  Investigate  Corporations 
and  Foreign  Trade,  Require  Reports  and  Publish  Information] 

Sec.  6.  [38  Stat.  721;  15  U.  S.  C.  §46.]  The  commission  shall 
also  have  power — 

(a)  To  gather  and  compile  information  concerning,  and  to  in- 
vestigate from  time  to  time  the  organization,  business,  conduct,  practices, 
and  management  of  any  corporation  engaged  in  commerce,  excepting 
banks  and  common  carriers  subject  to  the  Act  to  regulate  commerce, 
and  Its  relation  to  other  corporations  and  to  individuals,  associations, 
and  partnerships. 

(b)  To  require,  by  general  or  special  orders,  corporations  engaged 
m  commerce,  excepting  banks,  and  common  carriers  subject  to  the 
Act  to  regulate  commerce,  or  any  class  of  them,  or  any  of  them, 
respectively,  to  file  with  the  commission  in  such  form  as  the  com- 
mission may  prescribe  annual  or  special,  or  both  annual  and  special, 
reports  or  answers  in  writing  to  specific  questions,  furnishing  to  the 
commission  such  information  as  it  may  require  as  to  the  organization, 
business,  conduct,  practices,  management,  and  relation  to  other  cor- 
porations, partnerships,  and  individuals  of  the  respective  corporations 
filing  such  reports  or  answers  in  writing.  Such  reports  and  answers 
shall  be  made  under  oath,  or  otherwise,  as  the  commission  may  pre- 
scribe, and  shall  be  filed  with  the  commission  within  such  reasonable 
period  as  the  commission  may  prescribe,  unless  additional  time  be 
granted  in  any  case  by  the  commission. 

(c)  Whenever  a  final  decree  has  been  entered  against  any  de- 
fendant corporation  in  any  suit  brought  by  the  United  States  to  prevent 
and  restrain  any  violation  of  the  antitrust  Acts,  to  make  investigation, 
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upon  Its  own  initiative,  of  the  manner  in  which  the  decree  has  been 
or  's  being  carried  out,  and  upon  the  application  of  the  Attorney  Gen- 
Zlu  i.V  ^  >^!,^"^y  to  make  such  investigation.  It  shall  transmit 
to  the  Attorney  General  a  report  embodying  its  findings  and  recom- 
mendations as  a  result  of  any  such  investigation,  and  the  report  shall 
be  made  public  in  the  discretion  of  the  commission. 

(d)  Upon  the  direction  of  the  President  or  either  House  of  Con- 
gress to  investigate  and  report  the  facts  relating  to  any  alleged  viola- 
tions of  the  antitrust  Acts  by  any  corporation. 

(e)  Upon  the  application  of  the  Attorney  General  to  investigate 
and  make  recommendations  for  the  readjustment  of  the  business  of 
any  corporation  alleged  to  be  violating  the  antitrust  Acts  in  order  that 

In/r^^^V'"'}  K  ^^  thereafter  maintain  its  organization,  management, 
and  conduct  of  business  in  accordance  with  law. 

«,or^^^  I?  T'^^^  P"^lic  from  time  to  time  such  portions  of  the  infor- 
mation  obtained  by  it  hereunder,  except  trade  secrets  and  names  of 
customers,  as  it  shall  deem  expedient  in  the  public  interest;  and  to 

wfth^^^r^?/?^'.?^'''''^^  ^^P""".*^  ^"^  ^^^  Congress  and  to  submit  there- 
witti  [  J«  btat  722]  recommendations  for  additional  legislation ;  and  to 
provide  for  the  publication  of  its  reports  and  decisions  in  such  form 
and  manner  as  may  be  best  adapted  for  public  information  and  use. 

(g)   From  time  to  time  to  classify  corporations  and  to  make  rules 
and  regulations  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 

(h)  To  investigate,  from  time  to  time,  trade  conditions  in  and  with 
foreign  countries  where  associations,  combinations,  or  practices  of 

ISffll  t-^"'f'^"'''ru^"A^'.°^.^j;^^^^^'  ^^  ^ther  conditions,  may  affect 
the  foreign  trade  of  the  United  States,  and  to  report  to  Congress  there- 
on,  with  such  recommendations  as  it  deems  advisable." 

[Court  May  Refer  Form  of  Antitrust  Decree 
to  Federal  Trade  Commission] 

hr.  ^r;J-  t^^Stat^^JlSU.  S.  C.  §47.]  In  any  suit  in  equity 
brought  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General  as  provided 
in  the  antitrust  Acts,  the  court  may,  upon  the  conclusion  of  the  tes- 

1!!?;^"^  .  ""'r'  }^  '^'^^"  .^/  *^^"  °^  ^P^"^^"  t^^t  the  complainant  is 
entitled  to  relief,  refer  said  suit  to  the  commission,  as  a  master  in 

chancery,  to  ascertain  and  report  an  appropriate  form  of  decree  therein. 
Ihe  commission  shall  proceed  upon  such  notice  to  the  parties  and 
under  such  rules  of  procedure  as  the  court  may  prescribe,  and  upon  the 
coming  in  of  such  report  such  exceptions  may  be  filed  and  such  proceed- 
ings had  in  relation  thereto  as  upon  the  report  of  a  master  in  other 

nT^nV^T^^'A  \^^^  ^T^.  ""^y  ^^""P^  °"  "^j^^^  «"^h  ^^Po^t,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  and  enter  such  decree  as  the  nature  of  the  case  may  in  its 
judgment  require.  "^ 


5.r^,^?  of  June  16,  1933.  c  101.  48  Stat. 
2  w,?'^'  ^^**  ^°"8-  ^*^  S«ss.  (H.  R.  5389, 
Public  78)  provides  in  8 1 : 

Hereafter  no  new  Investigations  shall 
oe  Initiated  by  the  Commission  as  a  re- 


sult of  a  legislative  resolution,  except 
the  same  be  a  concurrent  resolution  of 
the  two  Houses  of  Congress,    [is  U    S 
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[Federal  Trade  Commission  May  Request  Information  From  Other 

Government  Departments] 

m.J.^t'  a\  f^^  ^^*-  P^A  ^^  ^'  ^'  ^'  §^^1  Th^  several  depart- 
ments and  bureaus  of  the  Government  when  directed  by  the  President 
Shall  furnish  the  commission,  upon  its  request,  all  records,  papers,  and 
information  m  their  possession  relating  to  any  corporation  subject  to 
any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  shall  detail  from  time  to  time 
such  officials  and  employees  to  the  commission  as  he  may  direct. 

[Access  to  Documentary  Evidence,  Depositions,  Subpoena 
of  Witnesses  and  Documents] 

Sec.  9.  [38Stat.722;15U  S.C.§49.]  For  the  purposes  of  this 
Act  the  commission,  or  its  duly  authorized  agent  or  agents,  shall 
at  all  reasonable  times  have  access  to,  for  the  purpose  of  examination, 
and  the  right  to  copy  any  documentary  evidence  of  any  corporation  be- 
mg  investigated  or  proceeded  against ;  and  the  commission  shall  have 
power  to  require  by  subpoena  the  attendance  and  testimonv  of  wit- 
nesses and  the  production  of  all  such  documentary  evidence  relating 
to  any  matter  under  investigation.  Any  member  of  the  commission 
may  sign  subpoenas,  and  members  and  examiners  of  the  commission 
may  administer  oaths  and  affirmations,  examine  witnesses,  and  receive 
evidence. 

Such  attendance  of  witnesses,  and  the  production  of  such  docu- 
mentary evidence,  may  be  required  from  any  place  in  the  United 
btates,  at  any  designated  place  of  hearing.  And  in  case  of  disobedience 
to  a  subpoena  the  commission  may  invoke  the  aid  of  any  court  of  the 
United  States  in  requiring  the  attendance  and  testimony  of  witnesses 
and  the  production  of  documentary  evidence. 

Any  of  the  district  courts  of  the  United  States  within  the  juris- 
diction of  which  such  inquiry  is  carried  on  may,  in  case  of  contumacy 
or  refusal  to  obey  a  subpoena  issued  to  any  corporation  or  other  per- 
son, issue  an  order  requiring  such  corporation  or  other  person  to  appear 
before  the  commission,  or  to  produce  documentary  evidence  if  so 
ordered,  or  to  give  evidence  touching  the  matter  in  question  :  and  any 
failure  to  obey  such  order  of  the  court  may  be  punished  by  such  court 
as  a  contempt  thereof. 

Upon  the  application  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States, 
at  the  request  of  the  commission,  the  district  courts  of  the  United 
States  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  issue  writs  of  mandamus  command- 
ing any  person  or  corporation  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  or  any  order  of  the  commission  made  in  pursuance  thereof. 

The  commission  may  order  testimony  to  be  taken  by  deposition 
'Aq^c^  ^'TiL^^'^'^S:  or  investigation  pending  under  this  Act  at  any 
i.^?  ^^^^'  ^^^\  stage  of  such  proceeding  or  investigation.  Such  depo- 
sitions may  be  taken  before  any  person  designated  by  the  commission 
and  having  power  to  administer  oaths.  Such  testimony  shall  be  re- 
duced to  writing  by  the  person  taking  the  deposition,  or  under  his 
direction,  and  shall  then  be  subscribed  by  the  deponent.  Any  person 
may  be  compelled  to  appear  and  depose  and  to  produce  documentary 
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anif  Testifv  l^V  n"'^^""/'"  ^'  ^^^^^^^^^  '"ay  be  compelled  to  appear 
sTo'n  l:trVnbJfo'rT^^^^^^^  ^^^^^""  ^^^^^  ^^^  -m^- 

fees  S"m' lea^e  T?"/"^  ^'^T  '?^'  ^^^^'^^^^^  shall  be  paid  the  same 
W.t  mileage  that  are  paid  witnesses  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  and  witnesses  whose  depositions  are  taken  Tnd  the  Dersons 
taking  the  same  shall  severally  be  entitled  to  the  same  feesTs  are 
paid  for  like  services  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.^* 

No  person  shall  be  excused  from  attending  and  testifvinpr  nr  from 

ffe'To^he'^T"^^^^  T^^^'^  ^^^-^  the  ^commfssS  of  ?n  ^^^^^ 
dience  to  the  subpoena  of  the  commission  on  the  eround  or  for  th** 

autre^d  '^  V  '^^  '"''^'"^/^  ""'  ^^^^^"^^'  documentary^r  othem  se  re- 
or  forfefturr  H,7  ''"^  '^  "^^""'^  ^^"^  ^^  subject  him  toTpeX 

[Penalries  for  Failure  to  Answer  Subpoena,  Falsification  of 
Documents,  Failure  to  File  Reports] 

negi?c?-oi°;eflse  "^^'dlll  '^V\  ^^  "t'  §  ^^^  ^"^  P^"°"  -^o  shall 
iicgicct  or  reiuse  to  attend  and  testify,  or  to  answer  anv  Iawf„l  ;„ 

qu.ry,  or  to  produce  documentary  evidence  \l\T^^Z,l^V^l!sL  "" 
shall  be  gu.  ty  of  an  offense  and  upon  conviction  thereof  bvT^n^rt^f 
S'nor^rrelfesS'or'^b''""'^'?^'  '^  ^T^ofnt^eTll^l 
Ur,  or''b7bc:th  tc"htra  Ji'mVnTnr„r"  ^"^  "^'  '""^^  ^'^^^  ^"^ 
f=.I«»^"r  P"*°"  '''''°  *''^"  willfully  make,  or  cause  to  be  made   anv 

cause  to  be  made,  full,  true,  and  correct  entries  in  such  accounts  rer 
ords,  or  memoranda  of  all  facts  and  transactions  appertaining  ti  the" 
busmess  of  such  corporation,  or  who  shall  willfully  remove  out  of  the 
Junsd,ct,on  of  the  United  States,  or  willfully  mutilate  Ter  or  bv  anv 

2o%:a^r"vi  iTi  ^^^sft^urnirtr  ttfc"^^  °^ ''-'  '^^^^ 
authorised  agents^  fof  ?h:  ^^oiiZ:^:::^^z^^^s:V^ 

rconTrKrif  ir,  °'  ^^^'^  ^r°"/''"  '"  '^'^  POssessL  orwlth-n 
nis  contro  ,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  an  offense  against  the  United 

S  a  es,  and  shall  be  subject,  upon  conviction  in  any  cour"  of  the  Un  ted 

morelhan'sTrK,''"'/""'''''"^"'  *^  "  '^"'^  °^  "°* '^^^  than  $l!oOO  nor 
years  or  to  S  °"  K  ■•"P"«°"J"ent  for  a  term  of  not  more  thanthree 
years,  or  to  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment. 

"See  28  U.  S.  C.  ii  I82I,   1823-1825.  
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If  any  corporation  required  by  this  Act  to  file  any  annual  or  spe- 
cial report  shall  fail  so  to  do  within  the  time  fixed  by  the  commission 
for  filing  the  same,  and  such  failure  shall  continue  for  thirty  days  after 
notice  of  such  default,  the  corporation  shall  forfeit  to  the  United  States 
the  sum  of  $100  for  each  and  every  day  of  the  continuance  of  such 
failure,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  payable  into  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States,  and  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  brought  in  the  district  where  the  corporation  has  its 
principal  office  or  in  any  district  in  which  it  shall  do  business.  It  [38 
Stat.  724]  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  various  district  attorneys,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States,  to  prosecute 
for  the  recovery  of  forfeitures.  The  costs  and  expenses  of  such  prosecu- 
tion shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  the  expenses  of  the 
courts  of  the  United  States. 

Any  officer  or  employee  of  the  commission  who  shall  make  public 
any  information  obtained  by  the  commission  without  its  authority, 
unless  directed  by  a  court,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor, 
and,  upon  conviction  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceed- 
ing $5,000,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  by  fine  and 
imprisonment,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

[Act  of  No  E£Fect  on  Antitrust  Acts  or  Interstate 

Commerce  Acts] 

Sec.  11.  [38Stat.724;15U.S.C.§51.]  Nothing  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  or  interfere  with  the  enforcement 
of  the  provisions  of  the  antitrust  Acts  or  the  Acts  to  regulate  com- 
merce, nor  shall  anything  contained  in  the  Act  be  construed  to  alter, 
modify,  or  repeal  the  said  antitrust  Acts  or  the  Acts  to  regulate  com- 
merce or  any  part  or  parts  thereof. 


[Enforcement  by  Attorney  General] 

Sec.  16,  [52  Stat.  116;  15  U.  S.  C  §  56.]  Whenever  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  has  reason  to  believe  that  any  person,  partnership, 
or  corporation  is  liable  to  a  penalty  under  section  14  or  under  subsection 
(1)  of  section  5,  it  shall  certify  the  facts  to  the  Attorney  General,  whose 
duty  it  shall  be  to  cause  appropriate  proceedings  to  be  brought  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  such  section  or  subsection. 

[Separability  of  Act] 

Sec.  17.  [52  Stat.  117 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  57.]  If  any  provision  of  this 
Act,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person,  partnership,  corporation, 
or  circumstance,  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  the  Act  and  the  ap- 
plication of  such  provision  to  any  other  person,  partnership,  corpora- 
tion, or  circumstance,  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 
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ANTITRUST  PROVISIONS  OF  WILSON 

TARIFF  ACT  ^« 

[Contract,  Combination,  Conspiracy  in  Restraint  of  Import 

Trade  Illegal;  Penalty] 

Sec.  73.  [28  Stat.  570 ;  37  Stat.  667 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  8.]  Every  com- 
bmation,  conspiracy,  trust,  agreement,  or  contract  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  contrary  to  public  policy,  illegal,  and  void  when  the  same  is  made 
by  or  between  two  or  more  persons  or  corporations  either  of  whom, 
as  agent  or  principal,  is  engaged  in  importing  any  article  from  any 
foreign  country  into  the  United  States,  and  when  such  combination, 
conspiracy,  trust,  agreement,  or  contract  is  intended  to  operate  in  re- 
straint of  lawful  trade,  or  free  competition  in  lawful  trade  or  com- 
merce, or  to  increase  the  market  price  in  any  part  of  the  United 
States  of  any  article  or  articles  imported  or  intended  to  be  imported 
into  the  United  States,  or  of  any  manufacture  into  which  such  im- 
ported article  enters  or  is  intended  to  enter.  Every  person  who  is  or 
shall  hereafter  be  engaged  in  the  importation  of  goods  or  any  com- 
modity from  any  foreign  country  in  violation  of  this  section  of  this  Act, 
or  who  shall  combine  or  conspire  with  another  to  violate  the  same,  is 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  on  conviction  thereof  in  any  court  of  the 
United  States  such  person  shall  be  fined  in  a  sum  not  less  than  one 
hundred  dollars  and  not  exceeding  five  thousand  dollars,  and  shall 
be  further  punished  by  imprisonment,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
for  a  term  not  less  than  three  months  nor  exceeding  twelve  months. 

[Jurisdiction  and  Procedure] 

Sec.  74.  [28  Stat.  570;  15  U.  S.  C.  §9.]  The  several  district" 
courts  of  the  United  States  are  hereby  invested  with  jurisdiction  to 
prevent  and  restrain  violations  of  section  seventy-three  of  this  Act ; 
and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  several  district  attorneys  of  the  United 
States,  in  their  respective  districts,  under  the  direction  of  the  Attor- 
ney General,  to  institute  proceedings  in  equity  to  prevent  and  restrain 
such  violations.  Such  proceedings  may  be  by  way  of  petitions  setting 
forth  the  case  and  praying  that  such  violations  shall  be  enjoined  or 
otherwise  prohibited.  When  the  parties  complained  of  shall  have  been 
duly  notified  of  such  petition  the  court  shall  proceed,  as  soon  as  may 
be,  to  the  hearing  and  determination  of  the  case;  and  pending  such 
petition  and  before  final  decree,  the  court  may  at  any  time  make  such 
temporary  restraining  order  or  prohibition  as  shall  be  deemed  just  in 
the  premises. 

[Adding  Parities] 

Sec.  75.  [28Stat.570;15U.S.C.§10.]  Whenever  it  shall  appear 
to  the  court  before  which  any  proceeding  under  the  seventy-fourth  sec- 
tion of  this  Act  may  be  pending,  that  the  ends  of  justice  require  that 
other  parties  should  be  brought  before  the  court,  the  court  may  cause 


»•  Act  of  Aug.  27.  1894.  c.  349,  28  Stat.  509. 
S3d  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  4864,  Public 
227),  OS  amended  by  Act  of  March  3.  1911, 
c.  231,  36  Stat.  1167,  and  Act  of  Feb.  12, 
1913,  c.  40,  37  Stat.  667,  62d  Cong.,  3d  Sess. 
H.  R.  25002,  Public  370). 


"This  section  as  enacted  gave  "circuit" 
courts  the  jurisdiction  specified,  but  the 
Act  of  Mar.  3,  1911  (36  Stat.  1087),  abol- 
ished the  circuit  courts  and  conferred  their 
powers  upon  the  district  courts.  Cf.  824  of 
the  Judicial  Code,  Infra  page  61. 
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court  IS  held  or  not ;  and  subpoenas  to  that  end  may  be  served  in  any 
district  by  the  marshal  thereof.  ^        scrvca  in  any 

[Forfeiture  of  Property] 
Sec  76.    [28Stat.  570;37Stat.667;15U.  S.C.Sll.l    Any  oroo- 
an^cZsn-  ""''"  ^"y '°"'T'  ^^  ^y  ^"y  co-^bination,  o    pursuaK 
seventv  fhr?.  ^f  tC''  a""^-  '''"  '"^J^^*  *'^"*>°f-  mentioned  in  section 

annth^r  ^   !    ^    ?  "**  '';?."''^^  '^^  transportation  from  one  State  to 

brforfeited  t'^oThlTf  J'/;''°^y  "'l,*''^  ^'^*"^*  °^  Columbia,  shai° 
De  torteited  to  the  United  States,  and  may  be  seized  and  condemned 

.LI.  P'°"*f.'"&s  ?s  t»>«se  provided  by  law  for  the  forfeiture?sekure 

?o  law  P'°P"*^  '"P^""'^ '"'°  *•**=  United  States  contrary 

[Treble  Damage  Actions] 

„,».  ^'vf-,?  K    t^?  ^'*/-  ^^'^  (<=f-  15  U.  S.  C.  §  15  and  note).]  Any  person 
who  shall  be  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  any  other  Sn 

^Ji°Pu"T\^y  '"'^^°"  °f  ^"ything  forbidden^or  declared  to  be  un- 
lawful by  th,s  Act  may  sue  therefor  in  any  district  court "  of  the  United 

ouf  reU"ect  tothe"'' '"  ".^"'^  ''''  ^^^^"^^"*  ^-^^  «^  is  found,  wh 
out  respect  to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover  threefold 

able'Sne/ Jf'r  ^"^*""^''  ^"'  '""^  ^°' '^  ^^  ^"'^'  "-'"^''"^ ^  --°- 


ANTIDUMPING  PROVISIONS  OF  THE 
REVENUE  ACT  OF  1916  " 

[Definition] 

the  t^e^t^I^;  f^^"^*^*;  ^!^=  '^  U-  ^-  C-  §  7'J  When  used  in  this  title 
tions  °''    '"'''"''"  partnerships,  corporations,  and  associa- 

[Importation  or  Sale  of  Articles  From  Abroad  at  Less  Than 

Market  Value  or  Wholesale  Price  Unlawful;  Penalty] 
Sec.  801.  [39  Stat.  798 ;  IS  U.  S.  C.  §  72.]  It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any  person  importing  or  assisting  in  importing  any  articles  from  anv 
foreign  country  into  the  United  States,  commonly  and  syster^atkdlv  to 
import,  sel  or  cause  to  be  imported  or  sold  such  articles  within  ^the 
^r^K  1^*^  "  ^  •  ^  P'i"  substantially  less  than  the  actual  market  vaul 
or  wholesa  e  price  of  such  articles,  at  the  time  of  exportation  to  he 
United  States  m  the  principal  markets  of  the  country  of  their  produc- 
1°  /  A  ?f  °^^!l  ^°''*'8^"  countries  to  which  they  are  commonly  ex- 
ported, after  adding  to  such  market  value  or  wholesale  price,  freight 
duty,  and  other  charges  and  expenses  necessarily  incident  to  the  im- 
portation and  sale  thereof  in  the  United  States :  Provided.  That  such  act 
or  acts  be  done  with  the  intent  of  destroying  or  injuring  an  industry 
-  See  supra  page  33.  note  20.  "Act  of  Sept.  8.  me.  c.  463.  3,  Stat.  7<.«. 

64th  Cong.,  Itt  ten.  (H.  R.  16763.  PubUc 
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in  the  United  States,  or  of  preventing  the  establishment  of  an  industry 
in  the  United  States,  or  of  restraining  or  monopolizing  any  part  of 
trade  and  commerce  in  such  articles  in  the  United  States. 

Any  person  who  violates  or  combines  or  conspires  with  any  other 
person  to  violate  this  section  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  on  con- 
viction thereof,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $5,000,  or  im- 
prisonment not  exceeding  one  year,  or  both,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court. 

Any  person  injured  in  his  business  or  property  by  reason  of  any 
violation  of,  or  combination  or  conspiracy  to  violate,  this  section,  may 
sue  therefor  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district 
in  which  the  defendant  resides  or  is  found  or  has  an  agent,  without  re- 
spect to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  recover  threefold  the 
damages  sustained,  and  the  cost  of  the  suit,  including  a  reasonable  at- 
torney's fee. 

[39  Stat.  799.]  The  foregoing  provisions  shall  not  be  construed 
to  deprive  the  proper  State  courts  of  jurisdiction  in  actions  for  dam- 
ages thereunder. 


UNFAIR  PRACTICES  IN  IMPORT  TRADE  PROVI- 
SIONS OF  TARIFF  ACT  OF  1930  ^' 

[Unfair  Methods  of  Competition  in  Import  Trade  Unlawful] 

Sec.  337.  [46  Stat.  703 ;  19  U.  S.  C.  §  1337.]  (a)  Unfair  methods 
of  competition  and  unfair  acts  in  the  importation  of  articles  into  the 
United  States,  or  in  their  sale  by  the  owner,  importer,  consignee,  or 
agent  of  either,  the  effect  or  tendency  of  which  is  to  destroy  or  sub- 
stantially injure  an  industry,  efficiently  and  economically  operated  in 
the  United  States,  or  to  prevent  the  establishment  of  such  an  industry, 
or  to  restrain  or  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  in  the  United  States, 
are  hereby  declared  unlawful,  and  when  found  by  the  President  to  exist 
shall  be  dealt  with,  in  addition  to  any  other  provisions  of  law,  as  here- 
inafter provided." 


WEBB-POMERENE  ACT  ^'   (EXPORT  TRADE) 

[Definitions] 

Sec.  1.  [40  Stat.  516;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  61.]  The  words  "export  trade" 
wherever  used  in  this  Act  mean  solely  trade  or  commerce  in  goods, 
wares,  or  merchandise  exported,  or  in  the  course  of  being  exported 
from  the  United  States  or  any  Territory  thereof  to  any  foreign  nation ; 
but  the  words  "export  trade"  shall  not  be  deemed  to  include  the  pro- 


»'Act  of  June  17.  1930,  c.  497,  46  Stat. 
590,  7l8t  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  2667,  Pub- 
lic 361). 

**  The  following  paragraphs  authorize  the 
United  States  Tariff  Commission  to  inves- 
tigate violations,  conduct  hearings,  and 
make  findings  which  are  to  be  transmitted 
to  the  President  who  is  directed  to  exclude 


the  articles  concerned  from  entry  into  the 
United  States  whenever  the  existence  of 
any  such  unfair  method  or  act  is  estab- 
lished to  his  satisfaction. 

»  Act  of  Apr.  10,  1918,  c.  50,  40  Stat.  516, 
65th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  2316,  Public 
126). 
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duction,  manufacture,  or  selling  for  consumption  or  for  resale,  within 
the  United  States  or  any  Territory  thereof,  of  [40  Stat.  517]  such  goods, 
wares,  or  merchandise,  or  any  act  in  the  course  of  such  production, 
manufacture,  or  selling  for  consumption  or  for  resale. 

The  words  "trade  within  the  United  States"  wherever  used  in  this 
Act  mean  trade  or  commerce  among  the  several  States  or  in  any  Ter- 
ritory of  the  United  States,  or  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  between 
any  such  Territory  and  another,  or  between  any  such  Territory  or  Ter- 
ritories and  any  State  or  States  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  or  between 
the  District  of  Columbia  and  any  State  or  States. 

The  word  "association"  wherever  used  in  this  Act  means  any  cor- 
poration or  combination,  by  contract  or  otherwise,  of  two  or  more 
persons,  partnerships,  or  corporations. 

[Export  Association  Agreements  Excluded  from  Sherman  Act  if 
Not  in  Restraint  of  Domestic  Trade  or  of  Export  Trade 

of  Domestic  Competitor] 

Sec,  2.  [40  Stat.  517 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  62.]  Nothing  contained  in  the 
Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  approved  July  second,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety,  shall  be  construed  as  declaring  to  be  illegal  an  association 
entered  into  for  the  sole  purpose  of  engaging  in  export  trade  and  ac- 
tually engaged  solely  in  such  export  trade,  or  an  agreement  made  or 
act  done  in  the  course  of  export  trade  by  such  association,  provided 
such  association,  agreement,  or  act  is  not  in  restraint  of  trade  within 
the  United  States,  and  is  not  in  restraint  of  the  export  trade  of  any 
domestic  competitor  of  such  association :  And  provided  further,  That 
such  association  does  not,  either  in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere, 
enter  into  any  agreement,  understanding,  or  conspiracy,  or  do  any  act 
which  artificially  or  intentionally  enhances  or  depresses  prices  within 
the  United  States  of  commodities  of  the  class  exported  by  such  asso- 
ciation, or  which  substantially  lessens  competition  within  the  United 
States  or  otherwise  restrains  trade  therein. 

[Acquisition  of  Stock  or  Capital  of  Other  Export  Associations 
Permitted  if  Domestic  Trade  Not  Restrained] 

Sec.  3.  [40  Stat.  517 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  63.]  Nothing  contained  in  sec- 
tion seven  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  supplement  existing  laws 
against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and  for  other  purposes," 
approved  October  fifteenth,  nineteen  hundred  and  fourteen,  shall  be 
construed  to  forbid  the  acquisition  or  ownership  by  any  corporation  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  stock  or  other  capital  of  any  corporation 
organized  solely  for  the  purpose  of  engaging  in  export  trade,  and  ac- 
tually engaged  solely  in  such  export  trade,  unless  the  eflfect  of  such 
acquisition  or  ownership  may  be  to  restrain  trade  or  substantially  lessen 
competition  within  the  United  States. 

[Unfair  Methods  of  Competition  in  Export  Trade  Illegal] 

Sec.  4.  [40  Stat.  517;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  64.]  The  prohibition  against 
"unfair  methods  of  competition"  and  the  remedies  provided  for  enforc- 
ing said  prohibition  contained  in  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  create  a 
Federal  Trade  Commission,  to  define  its  powers  and  duties,  and  for 
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t^  other  purposes,"   approved  September  twenty-sixth,  nineteen  hun- 

^  dred  and  fourteen,  shall  be  construed  as  extending  to  unfair  methods 

of  competition  used  in  export  trade  against  competitors  engaged  in  ex- 
port trade,  even  though  the  acts  constituting  such  unfair  methods  are 
done  without  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 

[Registration  of  Export  Associations  With  F.  T.  C. 
Enforcement  Provisions] 

Sec.  5.  [40  Stat.  517 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  65.]  Every  association  now  en- 
gaged solely  in  export  trade,  within  sixty  days  after  the  passage  of  this 
Act,  and"  every  association  entered  into  hereafter  which  engages 
solely  in  export  trade,  within  thirty  days  after  its  creation,  shall  file 
with  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  a  verified  written  statement  setting 
forth  the  location  of  its  offices  or  places  of  business  and  the  names  and 
addresses  of  all  of  its  officers  and  of  all  its  stockholders  or  members, 
and  if  a  corporation,  a  copy  of  its  certificate  or  articles  of  incorporation 
and  by-laws,  and  if  unincorporated,  a  copy  of  its  articles  or  contract  of 
association,  and  on  the  first  day  of  January  of  each  year  thereafter  it 
shall  make  a  like  statement  of  the  location  of  its  offices  or  places  of  busi- 
ness and  the  names  and  addresses  of  all  its  officers  and  of  all  its  stock- 
holders or  members  and  of  all  amendments  to  and  changes  in  its  articles 
or  certificate  of  incorporation  or  in  its  articles  or  contract  of  associa- 
tion. It  shall  also  furnish  to  the  com-  [40  Stat.  518]  mission  such  infor- 
mation as  the  commission  may  require  as  to  its  organization,  business, 
conduct,  practices,  management,  and  relation  to  other  associations,  cor- 
porations, partnerships,  and  individuals.  Any  association  which  shall 
fail  so  to  do  shall  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  section  two 
and  section  three  of  this  Act,  and  it  shall  also  forfeit  to  the  United 
States  the  sum  of  $100  for  each  and  every  day  of  the  continuance  of 
such  failure,  which  forfeiture  shall  be  payable  into  the  Treasury  of 
the  United  States,  and  shall  be  recoverable  in  a  civil  suit  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States  brought  in  the  district  where  the  association  has 
its  principal  office,  or  in  any  district  in  which  it  shall  do  business.  It 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  various  district  attorneys,  under  the  direction  of 
the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States,  to  prosecute  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  forfeiture.  The  costs  and  expenses  of  such  prosecution  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  appropriation  for  the  expenses  of  the  courts  of  the 
United  States. 

Whenever  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  shall  have  reason  to 
believe  that  an  association  or  any  agreement  made  or  act  done  by  such 
association  is  in  restraint  of  trade  within  the  United  States  or  in  re- 
straint of  the  export  trade  of  any  domestic  competitor  of  such  associa- 
tion, or  that  an  association  either  in  the  United  States  or  elsewhere  has 
entered  into  any  agreement,  understanding,  or  conspiracy,  or  done  any 
act  which  artificially  or  intentionally  enhances  or  depresses  prices 
within  the  United  States  of  commodities  of  the  class  exported  by  such 
association,  or  which  substantially  lessens  competition  within  the 
United  States  or  otherwise  restrains  trade  therein,  it  shall  summon 
such  association,  its  officers,  and  agents  to  appear  before  it,  and  there- 
after conduct  an  investigation  into  the  alleged  violations  of  law.  Upon 

"•The  preceding  words  have  been  omit- 
ted from  the  Code  as  temporary  legislation. 
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investigation  if  it  shall  conclude  that  the  law  has  been  violated,  it  may 
make  to  such  association  recommendations  for  the  readjustment  of 
Its  business,  in  order  that  it  may  thereafter  maintain  its  organization 
and  management  and  conduct  its  business  in  accordance  with  law  If 
such  association  fails  to  comply  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Fed- 
eral 1  rade  Commission,  said  commission  shall  refer  its  findings  and 
recommendations  to  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States  for  such 
action  thereon  as  he  may  deem  proper. 

For  the  purpose  of  enforcing  these  provisions  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  shall  have  all  the  powers,  so  far  as  applicable,  given  it  in 
An  Act  to  create  a  Federal  Trade  Commission,  to  define  its  powers 
and  duties,  and  for  other  purposes." 


SHIPPING  ACT,  1916  " 

[Definitions] 
Sec.  1.  [39  Stat.  728 ;  46  U.  S.  C.  §  801.]  When  used  in  this  Act : 
The  term  "common  carrier  by  water  in  foreign  commerce"  means 
a  common  earner,  except  ferryboats  running  on  regular  routes,  en- 
gaged m  the  transportation  by  water  of  passengers  or  property  between 
the  United  States  or  any  of  its  Districts,  Territories,  or  possessions  and 
a  foreign  country,  whether  in  the  import  or  export  trade :  Provided, 
1  hat  a  cargo  boat  commonly  called  an  ocean  tramp  shall  not  be  deemed 
such    common  carrier  by  water  in  foreign  commerce." 

The  term  "common  carrier  by  water  in  interstate  commerce" 
means  a  common  carrier  engaged  in  the  transportation  by  water  of  pas- 
sengers or  property  on  the  high  seas  or  the  Great  Lakes  on  regular 
routes  from  port  to  port  between  one  State,  Territory,  District,  or  pos- 
session of  the  United  States  and  any  other  State,  Territory,  District,  or 
possession  of  the  United  States,  or  between  places  in  the  same  Terri- 
tory, District,  or  possession. 

The  term  "common  carrier  by  water"  means  a  common  carrier  by 
water  in  foreign  commerce  or  a  common  carrier  by  water  in  inf^rstate 
commerce  on  the  high  seas  or  the  Great  Lakes  on  regular  routes  from 
port  to  port. 

,  The  term  "other  person  subject  to  this  Act"  means  any  person  not 
included  in  the  term  "common  carrier  by  water,"  carrying  on  the  busi- 
ness of  forwarding  or  furnishing  wharfage,  dock,  warehouse,  or  other 
terminal  tacilities  in  connection  with  a  common  carrier  by  water. 

*        ♦        ♦ 

[Contracts  Between  Water  Carriers  Filed  with  Maritime  Com- 
mission ;  If  Approved  Excepted  from  Sherman  Act] 

Sec.  15.  [39Stat.733;46U.S.C.§814.]  Every  common  carrier 
by  water,  or  other  person  subject  to  this  Act,  shall  file  immediately 

^.n.^^^  °'  ^^P^-  ^'  ^^^^'  ^'  451.  39  Stat.  728.  c.  152.  40  Stat  900  6Sth  Cone  2A~^^ 
64th  Cong..  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  15455.  Public  (H.  R.'  IZm^tli^'m)  ^"*'  ^^  ^^^ 
260).  as  amended  by  Act  of  July  15,  1918. 
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with  the  [United  States  Shipping]  board  ^®  a  true  copy,  or,  if  oral,  a 
true  and  complete  memorandum,  of  every  agreement  with  another  such 
carrier  or  other  person  subject  to  this  Act,  or  modification  or  cancella- 
tion thereof,  to  which  it  may  be  a  party  or  conform  in  whole  or  in  part, 
fixing  or  regulating  transportation  rates  or  fares ;  giving  or  receiving 
special  rates,  accommodations,  or  other  special  privileges  or  advan- 
tages ;  controlling,  regulating,  preventing,  or  destroying  competition ; 
pooling  or  apportioning  earnings,  losses,  or  traffic ;  allotting  ports  or 
restricting  or  otherwise  regulating  the  number  and  character  of  sail- 
ings between  ports ;  limiting  or  regulating  in  any  way  the  volume  or 
character  of  freight  or  passenger  traffic  to  be  carried ;  or  in  any  manner 
providing  for  an  exclusive,  preferential,  or  cooperative  working 
arrangement.  The  term  "agreement"  in  this  section  includes  under- 
standings, conferences,  and  other  arrangements. 

[39  Stat.  734]  The  board  may  by  order  disapprove,  cancel,  or 
modify  any  agreement,  or  any  modification  or  cancellation  thereof, 
whether  or  not  previously  approved  by  it,  that  it  finds  to  be  unjustly 
discriminatory  or  unfair  as  between  carriers,  shippers,  exporters,  im- 
porters, or  ports,  or  between  exporters  fom  the  United  States  and  their 
foreign  competitors,  or  to  operate  to  the  detriment  of  the  commerce  of 
the  United  States,  or  to  be  in  violation  of  this  Act,  and  shall  approve 
all  other  agreements,  modifications,  or  cancellations. 

Agreements  existing  at  the  time  of  the  organization  of  the  board 
shall  be  lawful  until  disapproved  by  the  board.  It  shall  be  unlawful  to 
carry  out  any  agreement  or  any  portion  thereof  disapproved  by  the 
board. 

All  agreements,  modifications,  or  cancellations  made  after  the 
organization  of  the  board  shall  be  lawful  only  when  and  as  long  as 
approved  by  the  board,  and  before  approval  or  after  disapproval  it  shall 
be  unlawful  to  carry  out  in  whole  or  in  part,  directly  or  indirectly,  any 
such  agreement,  modification,  or  cancellation. 

Every  agreement,  modification,  or  cancellation  lawful  under  this 
section  shall  be  excepted  from  the  provisions  of  the  Act  approved  July 
second,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety,  entitled  "An  Act  to  protect  trade 
and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  and 
amendments  and  Acts  supplementary  thereto,  and  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tions seventy-three  to  seventy-seven,  both  inclusive,  of  the  Act  ap- 
proved August  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four, 
entitled  "An  Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Gov- 
ernment, and  for  other  purposes,"  and  amendments  and  Acts  supple- 
mentary thereto. 

Whoever  violates  any  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  liable  to  a 
penalty  of  $1,000  for  each  day  such  violation  continues,  to  be  recovered 
by  the  United  States  in  a  civil  action. 


"  By  Executive  order  June  10,  1933.  No. 
6166.  §  12.  the  United  States  Shipping  Board 
was  abolished  and  Its  functions  were  trans- 
ferred to  the  Department  of  Commerce, 
The  Act  of  June  29.   1936,  c.  858,  49  Stat. 


1985,  created  the  United  States  Maritime 
Commission  and  transferred  to  it  the  func- 
tions of  the  Shipping  Board  Bureau  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce. 
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MARINE  INSURANCE  ASSOCIATION  ACT  ^» 

[Certain  Marine  Insurance  Companies  Excepted  from 

Section  1  of  Clayton  Act] 

Sec.  29.  [41  Stat.  1000 ;  46  U.  S.  C.  §  885.]  Whenever  used  in  this 
section — 

(1)  The  term  "association"  means  any  association,  exchange,  pool, 
combination,  or  other  arrangement  for  concerted  action ;  and 

(2)  The  term  "marine  insurance  companies"  means  any  persons, 
companies,  or  associations,  authorized  to  write  marine  insurance  or 
reinsurance  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  or  of  a  State,  Terri- 
tory, District,  or  possession  thereof. 

(b)  Nothing  contained  in  the  "antitrust  laws"  as  designated  in 
Section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  supplement  existing  laws 
against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and  for  other  purposes," 
approved  October  15,  1914,  shall  be  construed  as  declaring  illegal  an 
association  entered  into  by  marine  insurance  companies  for  the  follow- 
ing purposes:  To  transact  a  marine  insurance  and  reinsurance  busi- 
ness in  the  United  States  and  in  foreign  countries  and  to  reinsure  or 
otherwise  apportion  among  its  membership  the  risks  undertaken  by 
such  association  or  any  of  the  component  members. 


McCARRAN  ACT  (INSURANCE) 
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[Insurance  Business  Exempt  from  Antitrust  Laws  Until 

January  1,  1948] 

Sec.  1.  [59  Stat.  33 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  1011.]  Congress  hereby  declares 
that  the  continued  regulation  and  taxation  by  the  several  States  of  the 
business  of  insurance  is  in  the  public  interest,  and  that  silence  on  the 
part  of  the  Congress  shall  not  be  construed  to  impose  any  barrier  to  the 
regulation  or  taxation  of  such  business  by  the  several  States. 

Sec.  2.  [59  Stat.  34;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  1012.]  (a)  The  business  of  in- 
surance, and  every  person  engaged  therein,  shall  be  subject  to  the 
laws  of  the  several  States  which  relate  to  the  regulation  or  taxation  of 
such  business. 

(b)  No  Act  of  Congress  shall  be  construed  to  invalidate,  impair,  or 
supersede  any  law  enacted  by  any  State  for  the  purpose  of  regulating 
the  business  of  insurance,  or  which  imposes  a  fee  or  tax  upon  such 
business,  unless  such  Act  specifically  relates  to  the  business  of  insur- 
ance :  Provided,  That  after  June  30,  1948,  the  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  as 
amended,  known  as  the  Sherman  Act,  and  the  Act  of  October  15,  1914, 
as  amended,  known  as  the  Clayton  Act,  and  the  Act  of  September  26, 
1914,  known  as  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act,  as  amended,  shall 
be  applicable  to  the  business  of  insurance  to  the  extent  that  such  busi- 
ness is  not  regulated  by  State  law. 


250,  41  Stat.  988, 
R.    10378,  Public 


•Act  of  June  S,  1920,  c. 
66th  Cong..  2(1  Sess.  (H. 
261). 

»  Act  of  March  9,  1945,  c  20,  59  Stat  33. 
79th  Cong..  1st  Sess.  (S.  340,  Public  IS),  as 


amended  by  Act  of  July  25.  1947,  c.  238, 
61  Stat.  448,  80th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (S.  1508, 
Public  238). 


# 
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Sec.  3.  [59  Stat.  34;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  1013.]  (a)  Until  June  30, 1948, 
the  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Sherman  Act,  and 
the  Act  of  October  15,  1914,  as  amended,  known  as  the  Clayton  Act, 
and  the  Act  of  September  26,  1914,  known  as  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission Act,  as  amended,  and  the  Act  of  June  19,  1936,  known  as  the 
Robinson-Patman  Antidiscrimination  Act,  shall  not  apply  to  the  busi- 
ness of  insurance  or  to  acts  in  the  conduct  thereof. 

(b)  Nothing  contained  in  this  Act  shall  render  the  said  Sherman 
Act  inapplicable  to  any  agreement  to  boycott,  coerce,  or  intimidate,  or 
act  of  boycott,  coercion,  or  intimidation. 

Sec.  4.  [59  Stat.  34 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  1014.]  Nothing  contained  in  this 
Act  shall  be  construed  to  affect  in  any  manner  the  application  to  the 
business  of  insurance  of  the  Act  of  July  5,  1935,  as  amended,  known  as 
the  National  Labor  Relations  Act,  or  the  Act  of  June  25,  1938,  as 
amended,  known  as  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  or  the  Act 
of  June  5,  1920,  known  as  the  Merchant  Marine  Act,  1920. 

Sec.  5.  [59  Stat.  34 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  1015.]  As  used  in  this  Act,  the 
term  "State"  includes  the  several  States,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Sec  6.  [59  Stat.  34;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  1011,  note.]  If  any  provision  of 
this  Act,  or  the  application  of  such  provision  to  any  person  or  circum- 
stances, shall  be  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  the  Act,  and  the  applica- 
tion of  such  provision  to  persons  or  circumstances  other  than  those  as 
to  which  it  is  held  invalid,  shall  not  be  affected. 


CAPPER-VOLSTEAD  ACT  " 

[Agricultural  Producers  Permitted  to  Act  Together  in  Associations] 

Sec.  1.  [42  Stat.  388;  7  U.  S.  C.  §  291.]  Persons  engaged  in  the 
production  of  agricultural  products  as  farmers,  planters,  ranchmen, 
dairymen,  nut  or  fruit  growers  may  act  together  in  associations,  cor- 
porate or  otherwise,  with  or  without  capital  stock,  in  collectively 
processing,  preparing  for  market,  handling,  and  marketing  in  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce,  such  products  of  persons  so  engaged.  Such 
associations  may  have  marketing  agencies  in  common;  and  such  as- 
sociations and  their  members  may  make  the  necessary  contracts  and 
agreements  to  effect  such  purposes :  Provided,  however,  That  such  asso- 
ciations are  operated  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  members  thereof,  as 
such  producers,  and  conform  to  one  or  both  of  the  following  require- 
ments : 

First.  That  no  member  of  the  association  is  allowed  more  than 
one  vote  because  of  the  amount  of  stock  or  membership  capital  he  may 
own  therein,  or. 

Second.  That  the  association  does  not  pay  dividends  on  stock  or 
membership  capital  in  excess  of  8  per  centum  per  annum. 

«  Act  of  Feb. 
67th  Cong..  2d 
146). 


18. 


1922.  c.  57,  42  Stat.  388, 
(H.   R.   2373,   PubUc 
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And  in  any  case  to  the  following: 

Third.  That  the  association  shall  not  deal  in  the  products  of 
nonmembers  to  an  amount  greater  in  value  than  such  as  are  handled 
by  it  for  members. 

[Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  Issue  Cease  and  Desist  Order  if 
Interstate  or  Foreign  Commerce  Restrained  or  Monopolized] 

Sec.  2.     [42  Stat.  388 ;  7  U.  S.  C.  §  292.]     If  the  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture shall  have  reason  to  believe  that  any  such  association  monopo- 
lizes or  restrains  trade  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  to  such  an 
extent  that  the  price  of  any  agricultural  product  is  unduly  enhanced 
by  reason  thereof,  he  shall  serve  upon  such  association  a  complamt 
stating  his  charge  in  that  respect,  to  which  complaint  shall  be  attached, 
or  contained  therein,  a  notice  of  hearing,  specifying  a  day  and  place 
not  less  than  thirty  days  after  the  service  thereof,  requirmg  the  asso- 
ciation to  show  cause  [42  Stat.  389]  why  an  order  should  not  be  made 
directing  it  to  cease  and  desist  from  monopolization  or  restraint  of 
trade.  An  association  so  complained  of  may  at  the  time  and  place  so 
fixed  show  cause  why  such  order  should  not  be  entered.  The  evidence 
given  on  such  a  hearing  shall  be  taken  under  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  prescribe,  reduced  to  writing,  and 
made  a  part  of  the  record  therein.  If  upon  such  hearing  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  such  association  monopolizes 
or  restrains  trade  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  price  of  any  agricultural  product  is  unduly  enhanced  thereby, 
he  shall  issue  and  cause  to  be  served  upon  the  association  an  order 
reciting  the  facts  found  by  him,  directing  such  association  to  cease  and 
desist  from  monopolization  or  restraint  of  trade.  On  the  request  of  such 
association  or  if  such  association  fails  or  neglects  for  thirty  days  to  obey 
such  order,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  file  in  the  district  court  in 
the  judicial  district  in  which  such  association  has  its  principal  place  of 
business  a  certified  copy  of  the  order  and  of  all  the  records  in  the 
proceeding,  together  with  a  petition  asking  that  the  order  be  enforced, 
and  shall  give  notice  to  the  Attorney  General  and  to  said  association 
of  such  filing.  Such  district  court  shall  thereupon  have  jurisdiction  to 
enter  a  decree  affirming,  modifying,  or  setting  aside  said  order,  or  enter 
such  other  decree  as  the  court  may  deem  equitable,  and  may  make  rules 
as  to  pleadings  and  proceedings  to  be  had  in  considering  such  order. 
The  place  of  trial  may,  for  cause  or  by  consent  of  parties,  be  changed 
as  in  other  causes. 

The  facts  found  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  recited  or  set 
forth  in  said  order  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  such  facts,  but  either 
party  may  adduce  additional  evidence.  The  Department  of  Justice 
shall  have  charge  of  the  enforcement  of  such  order.  After  the  order  is 
so  filed  in  such  district  court  and  while  pending  for  review  therein  the 
court  may  issue  a  temporary  writ  of  injunction  forbidding  such  asso- 
ciation from  violating  such  order  or  any  part  thereof.  The  court  may, 
upon  conclusion  of  its  hearing,  enforce  its  decree  by  a  permanent  injunc- 
tion or  other  appropriate  remedy.  Service  of  such  complaint  and  of  all 
notices  may  be  made  upon  such  association  by  service  upon  any  officer 
or  agent  thereof  engaged  in  carrying  on  its  business,  or  on  any  attorney 
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authorized  to  appear  in  such  proceeding  for  such  association,  and  such 
service  shall  be  binding  upon  such  association,  the  officers,  and  mem- 
bers thereof. 


COOPERATIVE  IVIARKETING  ACT  ^^  ) 

[Definition] 

Sec.  1.  [44  Stat.  802 ;  7  U.  S.  C.  §  451.]  When  used  in  this  Act 
the  term  "agricultural  products"  means  agricultural,  horticultural, 
viticultural,  and  dairy  products,  livestock  and  the  products  thereof,  the 
products  of  poultry  and  bee  raising,  the  edible  products  of  forestry,  and 
any  and  all  products  raised  or  produced  on  farms  and  processed  or 
manufactured  products  thereof,  transported  or  intended  to  be  trans- 
ported in  interstate  and/or  foreign  commerce. 


[Cooperative  Marketing  Associations  Permitted  to 
Disseminate  Information] 

Sec.  5.  [44  Stat.  803;  7  U.  S.  C.  §455.]  Persons  engaged,  as 
original  producers  of  agricultural  products,  such  as  farmers,  planters, 
ranchmen,  dairymen,  nut  or  fruit  growers,  acting  together  in  associa- 
tions, corporate  or  otherwise,  in  collectively  processing,  preparing  for 
market,  handling,  and  marketing  in  interstate  and/or  foreign  com- 
merce such  products  of  persons  so  engaged,  may  acquire,  exchange, 
interpret,  and  disseminate  past,  present,  and  prospective  crop,  market, 
statistical,  economic,  and  other  similar  information  by  direct  exchange 
between  such  persons,  and/or  such  associations  or  federations  thereof, 
and/or  by  and  through  a  common  agent  created  or  selected  by  them. 


[Separability  Clause] 

Sec.  7.  [44  Stat.  803 ;  7  U.  S.  C.  §  457.]  If  any  provision  of  this 
Act  is  declared  unconstitutional  or  the  applicability  thereof  to  any  per- 
son or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  validity  of  the  remainder  of  the 
Act  and  the  applicability  of  such  provision  to  other  persons  and  circum- 
stances shall  not  be  affected  thereby,  and  nothing  contained  in  this  Act 
is  intended,  nor  shall  be  construed,  to  modify  or  repeal  any  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  18,  1922  (chapter  57,  Forty-second 
Statutes  at  Large,  page  388)." 


FISHERIES  COOPERATIVE  IVLARKETING  ACT  ^^ 

[Associations  in  Fishery  Industry  Authorized] 

Sec.  1.     [48  Stat.  1213;  15  U.  S.  C  §  521.]     Persons  engaged  in 
the  fishery  industry,  as  fishermen,  catching,  collecting,  or  cultivating 


«  Act  of  July  2.  1926.  c.  725,  44  Stat.  802, 
69th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  7893,  Public 
450). 

"  The  Act  referred  to  Is  the  Capper^ 
Volstead  Act,  supra  page  41. 


"Act  of  June  25,  1934,  c.  742,  48  Stat. 
1213,  73d  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  9233,  Pub- 
lic 464). 
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aquatic  products,  or  as  planters  of  aquatic  products  on  public  or  private 
beds,  may  act  together  in  associations,  corporate  or  otherwise,  with  or 
without  capital  stock,  in  collectively  catching,  producing,  preparing  for 
market,  processing,  handling,  and  marketing  in  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce,  such  products  of  said  persons  so  engaged. 

The  term  "aquatic  products"  includes  all  commercial  products  of 
aquatic  life  in  both  fresh  and  salt  water,  as  carried  on  in  the  several 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  several  Territories  of  the  United 
States,  the  insular  possessions,  or  other  places  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  United  States. 

Such  associations  may  have  marketing  agencies  in  common,  and 
such  associations  and  their  members  may  make  the  necessary  con- 
tracts and  agreements  to  effect  such  purposes:  Provided,  however, 
That  such  associations  are  operated  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the 
members  thereof,  and  conform  to  one  or  both  of  the  following  re- 
quirements : 

[48  Stat.  1214.]  First.  That  no  member  of  the  association  is 
allowed  more  than  one  vote  because  of  the  amount  of  stock  or  mem- 
bership capital  he  may  own  therein;  or 

Second.  That  the  association  does  not  pay  dividends  on  stock 
or  membership  capital  in  excess  of  8  per  centum  per  annum. 

and  in  any  case  to  the  following: 

Third.  That  the  association  shall  not  deal  in  the  products  of 
nonmembers  to  an  amount  greater  in  value  than  such  as  are  handled 
bv  it  for  members. 

[Secretary  of  Commerce  May  Issue  Cease  and  Desist  Order  if 
Interstate  or  Foreign  Commerce  Restrained  or  Monopolized] 

Sec.  2.  [48  Stat.  1214;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  522.]  If  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce*'  shall  have  reason  to  believe  that  any  such  association 
monopolizes  or  restrains  trade  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  price  of  any  aquatic  product  is  unduly  enhanced 
by  reason  thereof,  he  shall  serve  upon  such  association  a  complaint 
stating  his  charge  in  that  respect,  to  which  complaint  shall  be  attached, 
or  contained  therein,  a  notice  of  hearing,  specifying  a  day  and  place 
not  less  than  thirty  days  after  the  service  thereof,  requiring  the  asso- 
ciation to  show  cause  why  an  order  should  not  be  made  directing  it 
to  cease  and  desist  from  monopolization  or  restraint  of  trade.  An 
association  so  complained  of  may  at  the  time  and  place  so  fixed  show 
cause  why  such  order  should  not  be  entered.  The  evidence  given  on 
such  a  hearing  shall  be  taken  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  may  prescribe,  reduced  to  writing,  and  made 
a  part  of  the  record  therein.  If  upon  such  hearing  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  be  of  the  opinion  that  such  association  monopolizes 
or  restrains  trade  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  price  of  any  aquatic  product  is  unduly  enhanced  thereby,  he 
shall  issue  and  cause  to  be  served  upon  the  association  an  order  reciting 
the  facts  found  by  him,  directing  such  association  to  cease  and  desist 
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from  monopolization  or  restraint  of  trade.  On  the  request  of  such 
association  or  if  such  association  fails  or  neglects  for  thirty  days  to 
obey  such  order,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  file  in  the  district 
court  in  the  judicial  district  in  which  such  association  has  its  principal 
place  of  business  a  certified  copy  of  the  order  and  of  all  the  records  in 
the  proceedings  together  with  a  petition  asking  that  the  order  be  en- 
forced and  shall  give  notice  to  the  Attorney  General  and  to  said 
association  of  such  filing.  Such  district  court  shall  thereupon  have 
jurisdiction  to  enter  a  decree  affirming,  modifying,  or  setting  aside  said 
order,  or  enter  such  other  decree  as  the  court  may  deem  equitable,  and 
may  make  rules  as  to  pleadings  and  proceedings  to  be  had  in  consid- 
ering such  order.  The  place  of  trial  may,  for  cause  or  by  consent  of 
parties,  be  changed  as  in  other  causes. 

The  facts  found  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  recited  or 
set  forth  in  said  order  shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  of  such  facts,  but 
either  party  may  adduce  additional  evidence.  The  Department  of 
Justice  shall  have  charge  of  the  enforcement  of  such  order.  After 
the  order  is  so  filed  in  such  district  court  and  while  pending  for  re- 
view therein,  the  court  may  issue  a  temporary  writ  of  injunction  for- 
bidding such  association  from  violating  such  order  or  any  part  thereof. 
The  court  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  its  hearing,  enforce  its  decree  by 
a  permanent  injunction  or  other  appropriate  remedy.  Service  of  such 
complaint  and  of  all  notices  may  be  made  upon  such  association  by 
service  upon  any  officer,  or  agent  thereof,  engaged  in  carrying  on 
its  business,  or  on  any  attorney  authorized  to  appear  in  such  proceeding 
for  such  association  and  ^uch  service  shall  be  binding  upon  such 
association,  the  officers  and  members  thereof. 


AGRICULTURAL  MARKETING  AGREEMENT 

ACT  OF  1937  *« 

[Marketing  Agreements  Between  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
Agricultural  Producers  Excepted  from  Antitrust  Laws] 

Sec.  8b.  [48  Stat.  31 ;  48  Stat.  528;  49  Stat.  753;  50  Stat.  246; 
7  U.  S.  C.  §  608b.]  In  order  to  effectuate  the  declared  policy  of  this 
title,  the  Secretary  of  Argiculture  shall  have  the  power,  after  due 
notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing,  to  enter  into  marketing  agree- 
ments with  processors,  producers,  associations  of  producers,  and  others 
engaged  in  the  handling  of  any  agricultural  commodity  or  product 
thereof,  only  with  respect  to  such  handling  as  is  in  the  current  of 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce  or  which  directly  burdens,  obstructs, 
or  affects,  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  in  such  commodity  or  prod- 
uct thereof.  The  making  of  any  such  agreement  shall  not  be  held 
to  be  in  violation  of  any  of  the  antitrust  laws  of  the  United  States, 


••  All  functions  of  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
merce In  this  section  were  transferred  to 


the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  by  1939  Re- 
organization Plan  n,  53  Stot,  1431. 


••Act  of  May  12.  1933,  c.  25.  48  Stat.  31. 
73d  Cong..  I8t  Sesfl.  (H.  R.  3835.  Public  10). 
as  amended  by  Act  of  Apr.  7.  1934.  c.  103. 
48  Stot.  528.  73d  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R. 
7478,  PubUc  142).  and  Act  of  Aug.  24.  1935. 


c.  641.  49  Stot.  750,  74th  Cong.,  1st  Sess. 
(H.  R.  8492,  Public  320),  and  reenacted  by 
Act  of  June  3.  1937,  c.  296,  50  Stot  246, 
75th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  5722,  PabUc 
137). 
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and  any  such  agreement  shall  be  deemed  to  be  lawful :  Proznded,  That 
no  such  agreement  shall  remain  in  force  after  the  termination  of  this 
Act.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  any  such  agreement  the  parties 
thereto  shall  be  eligible  for  loans  from  the  Reconstruction  Finance 
Corporation  under  section  5  of  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corpora- 
tion Act.  Such  loans  shall  not  be  in  excess  of  such  amounts  as  may  be 
authorized  by  the  agreements. 


[Secretary  of  Commerce  May  Require  Information, 

Books  and  Records] 

Sec  8d.  [49  Stat.  761 ;  7  U.  S.  C.  §  608d.]  (1)  All  parties  to  any 
marketing  agreement,  and  all  handlers  subject  to  an  order,  shall  sever- 
ally, from  time  to  time,  upon  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  furnish 
him  with  such  information  as  he  finds  to  be  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  ascertain  and  determine  the  extent  to  which  such  agreement  or 
order  has  been  carried  out  or  has  effectuated  the  declared  policy  of 
this  title,  and  with  such  information  as  he  finds  to  be  necessary  to 
determine  whether  or  not  there  has  been  any  abuse  of  the  privilege  of 
exemptions  from  the  antitrust  laws.  Such  information  shall  be  fur- 
nished in  accordance  with  forms  of  reports  to  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.  For  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  correctness  of  any  re- 
port made  to  the  Secretary  pursuant  to  this  subsection,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  information  required  in  any  such  report, 
where  it  has  been  requested  and  has  not  been  furnished,  the  Secretary 
is  hereby  authorized  to  examine  such  boOks,  papers,  records,  copies 
of  income  tax  reports,  accounts,  correspondence,  contracts,  documents, 
or  memoranda,  as  he  deems  relevant  and  which  are  within  the  control 
(1)  of  any  such  party  to  such  marketing  agreement,  or  any  such  handler, 
from  whom  such  report  was  requested  or  (2)  of  any  person  having, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  actual  or  legal  control  of  or  over  such 
party  or  such  handler  or  (3)  of  any  subsidiary  of  any  such  party,  hand- 
ler, or  person. 

♦  ♦  * 


PROVISIONS  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT 

ACT  RELATING  TO   ANTI-HOG-CHOLERA 

SERUM  AND  HOG-CHOLERA  VIRUS  " 

[Purposes  of  Act] 

Sec.  56.  [49  Stat.  781 ;  7  U.  S.  C.  §851.]  It  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  the  policy  of  Congress  to  insure  the  maintenance  of  an  adequate 
supply  of  anti-hog-cholera  serum  and  hog-cholera  virus  by  regulating 
the  marketing  of  such  serum  and  virus  in  interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce, and  to  prevent  undue  and  excessive  fluctuations  and  unfair 
methods  of  competition  and  unfair  trade  practices  in  such  marketing. 

"Act  of  August  24,  1935,  c.  641,  sees. 
56-57,  49  Stat.  781,  7  USC  sec.  851,  74th 
Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (H.  R.  8492,  Public  320). 
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[Secretary  of  Agriculture  Permitted  to  Enter  into  Marketing  Agree- 
ments with  Handlers  of  Anti-hog-cholera  Serum  and  Virus ; 
Agreements  Excepted  from  Antitrust  Laws] 

Sec.  57.  [49  Stat.  781 ;  7  U.  S.  C.  §  852.]  In  order  to  effectuate 
the  policy  declared  in  section  56  of  this  Act  the  Secretary  of  Agricul- 
ture shall  have  the  power,  after  due  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing, 
to  enter  into  marketing  agreements  with  manufacturers  and  others 
engaged  in  the  handling  of  anti-hog-cholera  serum  and  hog-cholera 
virus  only  with  respect  to  such  handling  as  is  in  the  current  of  inter- 
state or  foreign  commerce  or  which  directly  burdens,  obstructs,  or 
affects  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  in  such  serum  and  virus.  Such 
persons  are  hereafter  in  this  Act  referred  to  as  "handlers."  The  making 
of  any  such  agreement  shall  not  be  held  to  be  in  violation  of  any  of 
the  antitrust  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  any  such  agreement  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  lawful. 
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[Price  Control,  Apportioning  Territory  or  Sales  by  Packers  Unlawful] 

Sec.  202.     [42  Stat.  161 ;  7  U.  S.  C  §  192.]     It  shall  be  unlawful 
for  any  packer  to: 


(e)  Engage  in  any  course  of  business  or  do  any  act  for  the 
purpose  or  with  the  effect  of  manipulating  or  controlling  prices  in 
commerce,  or  of  creating  a  monopoly  in  the  acquisition  of,  buying, 
selling,  or  dealing  in,  any  article  in  commerce,  or  of  restraining  com- 
merce; or 

(f)  Conspire,  combine,  agree,  or  arrange  with  any  other  person 

(1)  to  apportion  territory  for  carrying  on  business  in  commerce,  or 

(2)  to  apportion  purchases  or  sales  of  any  article  in  commerce,  or 

(3)  to  manipulate  or  control  prices  in  commerce;  or 

(g)  Conspire,  combine,  agree,  or  arrange  with  any  other  person 
to  do,  or  aid  or  abet  the  doing  of,  any  act  made  unlawful  by  sub- 
division (a),  (b),  (c),  (d),  or  (e). 

[Act  Has  No  Effect  on  Other  Laws] 

Sec.  405.  [42  Stat.  168;  7  U.  S.  C.  §225.]  Nothing  contained 
in  this  Act,  except  as  otherwise  provided  herein,  shall  be  construed — 

(a)  To  prevent  or  interfere  with  the  enforcement  of,  or  the  pro- 
cedure under,  the  provisions  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  protect 
trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  ap- 
proved July  2,  1890,  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  supplement  [42  Stat. 
169]  existing  laws  against  the  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and 
for  other  purposes,"  approved  October  15,  1914,  the  Interstate  Com- 
merce Act  as  amended,  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  promote  export 


"Act  of  Aug.  15.  1921.  C.  64,  42  Stat.  159, 
67th  Cong.,  1st  Sesa.  (H.  R.  6320,  Public 
51),  as  amended  by  Act  of  May  5.   1926. 


c.  240.  44  Stat.  397,  69th  Cong..   1st  Sess. 
(H.  R.  7818.  Public  180). 
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trade  and  for  other  purposes,"  approved  April  10,  1918,  or  sections 
73  to  71,  inclusive,  of  the  Act  of  August  27,  1894,  entitled  "An  Act  to 
reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Government,  and  for  other 
purposes,"  as  amended  by  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  amend  sections 
seventy-three  and  seventy-six  of  the  Act  of  August  twenty-seventh, 
eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four,  entitled  'An  Act  to  reduce  taxation, 
to  provide  revenue  for  the  Government,  and  for  other  purposes'" 
approved  February  12,  1913,  or  *-    r        . 

(b)  To  alter,  modify,  or  repeal  such  Acts  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof,  or  ^  r  tr- 

(c)  To  prevent  or  interfere  with  any  investigation,  proceeding  or 
prosecution  begun  and  pending  at  the  time  this  Act  becomes  effective. 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE  ACT  »• 

[When  Carriers  Are  Exempt  From  Antitrust  Laws] 

Sec  5.  [54  Stat.  908-909;  49  U.  S.  C.  §  5  (11).]  (11)  ...  and 
any  carriers  or  other  corporations,  and  their  officers  and  employees 
and  any  other  persons,  participating  in  a  transaction  approved  or 
authorized  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  and  they  are 
hereby  relieved  from  the  operation  of  the  antitrust  laws,  and  of  all 
other  restraints,  limitations,  and  prohibitions  of  law,  Federal  State 
or  municipal,  insofar  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  them  to  carry' 
into  effect  the  transaction  so  approved  or  provided  for  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  and  conditions,  if  any,  imposed  by  the  Commission, 
and  to  hold  maintain,  and  operate  any  properties  and  exercise  any 
control  or  franchises  acquired  through  such  transaction. 

Sec.  5a.  [62  Stat.  472;  49  U.  S.  C.  §  5(b).]  (1)  For  purposes 
of  this  section —  ^    *^ 

(^)  The  term  "carrier"  means  any  common  carrier  subject  to 
part  I,  II,  or  III,  or  any  freight  forwarder  subject  to  part  IV.  of  this 
Act ;  and 

(B)  The  term  "antitrust  laws"  has  the  meaning  assigned  to  such 
term  in  section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  supplement  existing 
laws  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses" approved  October  15,  1914. 

(2)  Any  carrier  party  to  an  agreement  between  or  among  two 
or  more  carriers  relating  to  rates,  fares,  classifications,  divisions,  allow- 
ances, or  charges  (including  charges  between  carriers  and  compensa- 
tion paid  or  received  for  the  use  of  facilities  and  equipment),  or  rules 
and  regulations  pertaining  thereto,  or  procedures  for  the  joint  con- 
sideration, initiation  or  establishment  thereof,  may,  under  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  the  Commission  may  prescribe,  apply  to  the  Com- 
mission for  approval  of  the  agreement,  and  the  Commission  shall  by 
order  approve  any  such  agreement  (if  approval  thereof  is  not  pro- 


«•  Act  of  Feb.  4,  1887,  c.  104.  24  Stat.  379, 
380.  49th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (S.  1532,  Public 
41),  as  amended  by  Act  of  June  16,  1933. 
c  91.  48  Stat.  211,  73d  Cong.,  1st  Sess. 
(S.  1580,  Public  68);  Act  of  Sept.  18, 
1940,   c  722.  54  Stat.  898,   76th  Cong.,   3d 


Sess.  (S.  2009,  Public  785)  known  as  the 
"Transportation  Act  of  1940";  and  Act  of 
June  17,  1948,  c.  491.  62  Stat.  479.  80th 
Cong..  2d  Sess.  (S.  110.  Public  662)  known 
as  the  "Bulwlnkle  Act." 
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hibited  by  paragraph  (4),  (5),  or  (6))  if  it  finds  that,  by  reason  of 
furtherance  of  the  national  transportation  policy  declared  in  this  Act, 
the  relief  provided  in  paragraph  (9)  should  apply  with  respect  to  the 
making  and  carrying  out  of  such  agreement;  otherwise  the  applica- 
tion shall  be  denied.  The  approval  of  the  Commission  shall  be  granted 
only  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Commission  may  prescribe 
as  necessary  to  enable  it  to  grant  its  approval  in  accordance  with  the 
standard  above  set  forth  in  this  paragraph. 

(3)  Each  conference,  bureau,  committee,  or  other  organization 
established  or  continued  pursuant  to  any  agreement  approved  by  the 
Commission  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  maintain  such 
accounts,  records,  files,  and  memoranda  and  shall  submit  to  the  Com- 
mission such  reports,  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Commission,  and 
all  such  accounts,  records,  files,  and  memoranda  shall  be  subject  to 
inspection  by  the  Commission  or  its  duly  authorized  representatives. 

(4)  The  Commission  shall  not  approve  under  this  section  any 
agreement  between  or  among  carriers  of  different  classes  unless  it 
finds  that  such  agreement  is  of  the  character  described  in  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  section  and  is  limited  to  matters  relating  to  transportation 
under  joint  rates  or  over  through  routes;  and  for  purposes  of  this 
paragraph  carriers  by  railroad,  express  companies,  and  sleeping-car 
companies  are  carriers  of  one  class;  pipe-line  companies  are  carriers 
of  one  class ;  carriers  by  motor  vehicle  are  carriers  of  one  class ;  car- 
riers by  water  are  carriers  of  one  class;  and  freight  forwarders  are 
carriers  of  one  class. 

(5)  The  Commission  shall  not  approve  under  this  section  any 
agreement  which  it  finds  is  an  agreement  with  respect  to  a  pooling, 
division,  or  other  matter  or  transaction,  to  which  section  5  of  this 
Act  is  applicable. 

(6)  The  Commission  shall  not  approve  under  this  section  any 
agreement  which  establishes  a  procedure  for  the  determination  of  any 
matter  through  joint  consideration  unless  it  finds  that  under  the  agree- 
ment there  is  accorded  to  each  party  the  free  and  unrestrained  right 
to  take  independent  action  either  before  or  after  any  determination 
arrived  at  through  such  procedure. 

(7)  TTie  Commission  is  authorized,  upon  complaint  or  upon  its 
own  initiative  without  complaint,  to  investigate  and  determine  whether 
any  agreement  previously  approved  by  it  under  this  section,  or  terms 
and  conditions  upon  which  such  approval  was  granted,  is  not  or  are 
not  in  conformity  with  the  standard  set  forth  in  paragraph  (2),  or 
whether  any  such  terms  and  conditions  are  not  necessary  for  purposes 
of  conformity  with  such  standard,  and,  after  such  investigation,  the 
Commission  shall  by  order  terminate  or  modify  its  approval  of  such 
agreement  if  it  finds  such  action  necessary  to  insure  conformity  with 
such  standard,  and  shall  modify  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which 
such  approval  was  granted  to  the  extent  it  finds  necessary  to  insure 
conformity  with  such  standard  or  to  the  extent  to  which  it  finds 
such  terms  and  conditions  not  necessary  to  insure  such  conformity. 
The  effective  date  of  any  order  terminating  or  modifying  approval,  or 
modifying  terms  and  conditions,  shall  be  postponed  for  such  period 
as  the  Commission  determines  to  be  reasonably  necessary  to  avoid 
undue  hardship. 
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(8)  No  order  shall  be  entered  under  this  section  except  after 
interested  parties  have  been  afforded  reasonable  opportunity  for  hearing. 

(9)  Parties  to  any  agreement  approved  by  the  Commission  under 
this  section  and  other  persons  are,  if  the  approval  of  such  agreement 
is  not  prohibited  by  paragraph  (4),  (5),  or  (6),  hereby  relieved  from 
the  operation  of  the  antitrust  lavi^s  with  respect  to  the  making  of  such 
agreement,  and  with  respect  to  the  carrying  out  of  such  agreement 
in  conformity  with  its  provisions  and  in  conformity  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  prescribed  by  the  Commission. 

(10)  Any  action  of  the  Commission  under  this  section  in  approv- 
ing an  agreement,  or  in  denying  an  application  for  such  approval,  or 
in  terminating  or  modifying  its  approval  of  an  agreement,  or  in  pre- 
scribing the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  its  approval  is  to  be 
granted,  or  in  modifying  such  terms  and  conditions,  shall  be  con- 
strued as  having  effect  solely  with  reference  to  the  applicability  of 
the  relief  provisions  of  paragraph  (9). 


COMMUNICATIONS  ACT  OF  1934  **» 

[Consolidation  or  Merger  of  Domestic  Telegraph  Carriers] 

Sec.  222.     [57  Stat.  6;  47  U.  S.  C.  §  222(b)-222(f).] 

"(b)  (1)  It  shall  be  lawful,  upon  application  to  and  approval  by 
the  Commission  as  hereinafter  provided,  for  any  two  or  more  domestic 
telegraph  carriers  to  eifect  a  consolidation  or  merger;  and  for  any 
domestic  telegraph  carrier,  as  a  part  of  any  such  consolidation  or  merger 
or  thereafter,  to  acquire  all  or  any  part  of  the  domestic  telegraph 
properties,  domestic  telegraph  facilities,  or  domestic  telegraph  opera- 
tions of  any  carrier  which  is  not  primarily  a  telegraph  carrier :  Provided, 
That,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  no 
domestic  telegraph  carrier  shall  effect  a  consolidation  or  merger  with 
any  international  telegraph  carrier,  and  no  international  telegraph  car- 
rier shall  effect  a  consolidation  or  merger  with  any  domestic  telegraph 
carrier. 

"(2)  As  a  part  of  any  such  consolidation  or  merger,  or  thereafter 
upon  application  to  and  approval  by  the  Commission  as  hereinafter 
provided,  the  consolidated  or  merged  carrier  may  acquire  all  or  any 
part  of  the  domestic  telegraph  properties,  domestic  telegraph  facilities, 
or  domestic  telegraph  operations  of  any  international  telegraph  carrier. 

"(c)  (1)  Whenever  any  consolidation  or  merger  is  proposed  under 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  the  telegraph  carrier  or  telegraph  car- 
riers seeking  authority  therefor  shall  submit  an  application  to  the 
Commission,  and  thereupon  the  Commission  shall  order  a  public  hear- 
ing to  be  held  with  respect  to  such  application  and  shall  give  reasonable 
notice  thereof,  in  writing,  and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  to  the 
Governor  of  each  of  the  States  in  which  any  of  the  physical  property 
involved  in  such  proposed  consolidation  or  merger  is  situated,  to  the 
Secretary  of  State,  the  Secretary  of  War,  the  Attorney  General  of  the 


*>Act  of  June  19.  1934,  c.  652,  48  Stat. 
1064,  73d  Cong.,  2(1  Sess.  (S.  3285.  Public 
416),  as  amended  by  the  Act  of  Mar.  6,  1943, 


c.  10.  57  Stat.  5,  78th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.  (a 
158,  Public  4). 
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United  States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  representatives  of  employees 
where  represented  by  bargaining  representatives  known  to  the  Com- 
mission, and  to  such  other  persons  as  the  Commission  may  deem  ad- 
visable. If,  after  such  public  hearing,  the  Commission  finds  that  the 
proposed  consolidation  or  merger,  or  an  amended  proposal  for  con- 
solidation or  merger,  (1)  is  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
(2)  conforms  to  all  other  applicable  provisions  of  this  section,  (3) 
is  in  the  public  interest,  the  Commission  shall  enter  an  order  approving 
and  authorizing  such  consolidation  or  merger,  and  thereupon  any  law 
or  laws  making  consolidations  and  mergers  unlawful  shall  not  apply 
to  the  proposed  consolidation  or  merger.  In  finding  whether  any  pro- 
posed consolidation  or  merger  is  in  the  public  interest,  the  Commission 
shall  give  due  consideration,  among  other  things,  to  the  financial  sound- 
ness of  the  carrier  resulting  from  such  consolidation  or  merger. 

"(2)  Any  proposed  consolidation  or  merger  of  domestic  telegraph 
carriers  shall  provide  for  the  divestment  of  the  international  telegraph 
operations  theretofore  carried  on  by  any  party  to  the  consolidation  or 
merger,  within  a  reasonable  time  to  be  fixed  by  the  Commission,  after 
the  consideration  for  the  property  to  be  divested  is  found  by  the  Com- 
mission to  be  commensurate  with  its  value,  and  as  soon  as  the  legal 
obligations,  if  any,  of  the  carrier  to  be  so  divested  will  permit.  The 
Commission  shall  require  at  the  time  of  the  approval  of  such  con- 
solidation or  merger  that  any  such  party  exercise  due  diligence  in 
bringing  about  such  divestment  as  promptly  as  it  reasonably  can. 

"(d)  No  proposed  consolidation  or  merger  of  telegraph  carriers 
pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  approved  by  the  Commission  if,  as 
a  result  of  such  consolidation  or  merger,  more  than  one-fifth  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  any  carrier  which  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Commission  will  be  owned  or  controlled,  or  voted,  directly  or  indirectly, 
( 1 )  by  any  alien  or  the  representative  of  any  alien,  (2)  by  any  foreign 
government  or  the  representative  thereof,  (3)  by  any  corporation  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  any  foreign  government,  or  (4)  by  any  corpo- 
ration of  which  any  officer  or  director  is  an  alien,  or  of  which  more 
than  one-fifth  of  the  capital  stock  is  owned  or  controlled,  or  voted, 
directly  or  indirectly,  by  any  alien  or  the  representative  of  any  alien, 
by  any  foreign  government  or  the  representative  thereof,  or  by  any 
corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  a  foreign  government. 

"(e)  (1)  In  the  case  of  any  consolidation  or  merger  of  telegraph 
carriers  pursuant  to  this  section,  the  consolidated  or  merged  carrier 
shall,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  distribute 
among  the  international  telegraph  carriers,  telegraph  traffic  by  wire  or 
radio  destined  to  points  without  the  continental  United  States,  and 
divide  the  charges  for  such  traffic,  in  accordance  with  such  just,  rea- 
sonable, and  equitable  formula  in  the  public  interest  as  the  interested 
carriers  shall  agree  upon  and  the  Commission  shall  approve :  Provided, 
however,  That  in  case  the  interested  carriers  should  fail  to  agree  upon 
a  formula  which  the  Commission  approves  as  above  provided,  the 
Commission,  after  due  notice  and  hearing,  shall  prescribe  in  its  order 
approving  and  authorizing  the  proposed  consolidation  or  merger  a 
formula  which  it  finds  will  be  just,  reasonable,  equitable,  and  in  the 
public  interest,  will  be,  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest. 
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in  accordance  with  the  existing  contractual  rights  of  the  carriers,  and 
will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection. 

"(2)  In  the  case  of  any  consolidation  or  merger  pursuant  to  this  sec- 
tion of  telegraph  carriers  which,  immediately  prior  to  such  consolidation 
or  merger,  interchanged  traffic  with  telegraph  carriers  in  a  contiguous 
foreign  country,  the  consolidated  or  merged  carrier  shall  distribute 
among  such  foreign  telegraph  carriers,  telegraph  traffic  by  wire 
or  radio  destined  to  points  in  such  contiguous  foreign  country  and 
shall  divide  the  charges  therefor,  in  accordance  with  such  just,  reason- 
able, and  equitable  formula  in  the  public  interest  as  the  interested 
carriers  shall  agree  upon  and  the  Commission  shall  approve :  Provided, 
however,  That  in  case  the  interested  carriers  should  fail  to  agree  upon 
a  formula  which  it  finds  will  be  just,  reasonable,  equitable,  and  in 
the  public  interest,  will  be,  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the  public 
interest,  in  accordance  with  the  existing  contractual  rights  of  the 
carriers,  and  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  subsection.  As  used 
in  this  paragraph,  the  term  'contiguous  foreign  country*  means  Canada, 
Mexico,  or  Newfoundland. 

"(3)  Whenever,  upon  a  complaint  or  upon  its  own  initiative,  and 
after  a  full  hearing,  the  Commission  finds  that  any  such  distribution  of 
telegraph  traffic  among  telegraph  carriers,  or  any  such  division  of 
charges  for  such  traffic,  which  is  being  made  or  which  is  proposed 
to  be  made,  is  or  will  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  or  inequitable,  or  not 
in  the  public  interest,  the  Commission  shall  by  order  prescribe  the 
distribution  of  such  telegraph  traffic,  or  the  division  of  charges  therefor, 
which  will  be  just,  reasonable,  equitable,  and  in  the  public  interest, 
and  will  be,  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the  public  interest,  in  accordance 
with  the  existing  contractual  rights  of  the  carriers. 

"(4)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  international  tele- 
graph operations  of  any  domestic  telegraph  carrier  shall  be  considered 
to  be  the  operations  of  an  independent  international  telegraph  carrier, 
and  the  domestic  telegraph  operations  of  any  international  telegraph 
carrier  shall  be  considered  to  be  the  operations  of  an  independent 
domestic  telegraph  carrier. 

«        «        « 


[Antitrust  Laws  Made  Applicable  to  Radio  Communication  and 
Apparatus ;  F.  T.  C.  May  Revoke  Licenses  for  Violation] 

Sec  313.  [48  Stat.  1087;  47  U.  S.  C.  §313.]  All  laws  of  the 
United  States  relating  to  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies  and  to 
combinations,  contracts,  or  agreements  in  restraint  of  trade  are  hereby 
declared  to  be  applicable  to  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  and  to  trade 
in  radio  apparatus  and  devices  entering  into  or  affecting  interstate  or 
foreign  commerce  and  to  interstate  or  foreign  radio  communications. 
Whenever  in  any  suit,  action,  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  brought 
under  the  provisions  of  any  of  said  laws  or  in  any  proceedings  brought 
to  enforce  or  to  review  findings  and  orders  of  the  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission or  other  governmental  agency  in  respect  of  any  matters  as 
to  which  said  Commission  or  other  governmental  agency  is  by  law 
authorized  to  act,  any  licensee  shall  be  found  guilty  of  the  violation 
of  the  provisions  of  such  laws  or  any  of  them,  the  court,  in  addition 
to  the  penalties  imposed  by  said  laws,  may  adjudge,  order,  and/or 
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decree  that  the  license  of  such  licensee  shall,  as  of  the  date  the  decree 
or  judgment  becomes  finally  effective  or  as  of  such  other  date  as  the 
said  decree  shall  fix,  be  revoked  and  that  all  rights  under  such  license 
shall  thereupon  cease:  Provided,  however,  That  such  licensee  shall 
have  the  same  right  of  appeal  or  review  as  is  provided  by  law  in 
respect  of  other  decrees  and  judgments  of  said  court. 


FEDERAL  POWER  ACT  " 

[This  Act  creates  a  Federal  Power  Commission  and  empowers  it  to  issue 
licenses  for  developing  water  power.] 

[Condition  of  Licenses  for  Developing  Water  Power  by  F.  P.  C.  That 
Monopolistic  Combinations  Are  Prohibited] 

Sec.  10.  [41  Stat.  1068;  16  U.  S.  C.  §803.]  All  licenses  issued 
under  this  Act  shall  be  on  the  following  conditions :    *    *    * 

[41  Stat.  1070;  16  U.  S.  C.  §  803(h).]  (h)  That  combinations, 
agreements,  arrangements,  or  understandings,  express  or  implied,  to 
limit  the  output  of  electrical  energy,  to  restrain  trade,  or  to  fix,  main- 
tain, or  increase  prices  for  electrical  energy  or  service  are  hereby 
prohibited    *    ♦    *. 


PANAMA  CANAL  ACT " 

[Violators  of  Antitrust  Laws  Excluded  from  Panama  Canal] 

Sec  11.    [37  Stat.  567;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  31.] 

«        *       * 

No  vessel  permitted  to  engage  in  the  coastwise  or  foreign  trade 
of  the  United  States  shall  be  permitted  to  enter  or  pass  through  said 
canal  if  such  ship  is  owned,  chartered,  operated,  or  controlled  by  any 
person  or  company  which  is  doing  business  in  violation  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  second,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety,  entitled  "An  Act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against 
unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,"  or  the  provisions  of  sections 
seventy-three  to  seventy-seven,  both  inclusive,  of  an  Act  approved 
August  twenty-seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four,  entitled 
"An  Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for  the  Government, 
and  for  other  purposes,"  or  the  provisions  of  any  other  Act  of  Congress 
amending  or  supplementing  the  said  Act  of  July  second,  eighteen  hun- 
dred and  ninety,  commonly  known  as  the  Sherman  Antitrust  Act, 
and  amendments  thereto,  or  said  sections  of  the  Act  of  August  twenty- 
seventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four.  The  question  of  fact  may 
be  determined  by  the  judgment  of  any  court  of  the  United  States  of 


«Act  of  June  10,  1920,  c.  285,  41  Stat 
1063.  66th  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  3184. 
Public  280),  as  amended  by  Act  of  June  23. 
1930,  c.  572.  46  Stet.  797,  71«t  Cong.,  2d 
SeM.    (S.    3619.   Public  412),   and  Act   of 


Aug.    26,    1935,   c.    687,   49   Stat.    838.    74th 
Cong..  I8t  Sesa.  (S.  2796.  Public  333). 

««Act  of  Aug.  24,  1912.  c.  390,  37  Stat. 
560.  62d  Cong..  2d  Saas.  (H.  R.  21969, 
Public  337). 
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competent  jurisdiction  in  any  cause  pending  before  it  to  which  the 
owners  or  operators  of  such  ship  are  parties.  Suit  may  be  brought 
by  any  shipper  or  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States. 


CIVIL  AERONAUTICS  ACT  OF  1938  '^ 

[Consolidation,  Merger,  and  Acquisition  of  Control  of  Air  Carriers] 

Sec.  408.  [52  Stat.  1001;  49  U.  S.  C.  §488.]  (a)  It  shall  be 
unlawful,  unless  approved  by  order  of  the  Authority  as  provided  in 
this  section — 

(1)  For  two  or  more  air  carriers,  or  for  any  air  carrier  and  any 
other  common  carrier  or  any  person  engaged  in  any  other  phase  of 
aeronautics,  to  consolidate  or  merge  their  properties,  or  any  part 
thereof,  into  one  person  for  the  ownership,  management,  or  operation 
of  the  properties  theretofore  in  separate  ownerships; 

(2)  For  any  air  carrier,  any  person  controlling  an  air  carrier,  any 
other  common  carrier,  or  any  person  engaged  in  any  other  phase  of 
aeronautics,  to  purchase,  lease,  or  contract  to  operate  the  properties, 
or  any  substantial  part  thereof,  of  any  air  carrier ; 

(3)  For  any  air  carrier  or  person  controlling  an  air  carrier  to 
purchase,  lease,  or  contract  to  operate  the  properties,  or  any  substantial 
part  thereof,  of  any  person  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics  other- 
wise than  as  aa  air  carrier; 

(4)  For  any  foreign  air  carrier  or  person  controlling  a  foreign  air 
carrier  to  acquire  control,  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  of  any  citizen 
of  the  United  States  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics ; 

(5)  For  any  air  carrier  or  person  controlling  an  air  carrier,  any 
other  common  carrier,  or  any  person  engaged  in  any  other  phase  of 
aeronautics,  to  acquire  control  of  any  carrier  in  any  manner  what- 
soever ; 

(6)  For  any  air  carrier  or  person  controlling  an  air  carrier  to 
acquire  control,  in  any  manner  whatsoever,  of  any  person  engaged  in 
any  phase  of  aeronautics  otherwise  than  as  an  air  carrier ;  or 

(7)  For  any  person  to  continue  to  maintain  any  relationship  estab- 
lished in  violation  of  any  of  the  foregoing  subdivisions  of  this  sub- 
section. 

(b)  Any  person  seeking  approval  of  a  consolidation,  merger,  pur- 
chase, lease,  operating  contract,  or  acquisition  of  control,  specified  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  present  an  application  to  the 
Authority,  and  thereupon  the  Authority  shall  notify  the  persons  in- 
volved in  the  consolidation,  merger,  purchase,  lease,  operating  contract, 
or  acquisition  of  control,  and  other  persons  known  to  have  a  substantial 
interest  in  the  proceeding,  of  the  time  and  place  of  a  public  hearing. 
Unless,  after  such  hearing,  the  Authority  finds  that  the  consolidation, 
merger,  purchase,  lease,  operating  contract,  or  acquisition  of  control  ^ 
will  not  be  consistent  with  the  public  interest  or  that  the  conditions* 


*»  Act  of  June  23.  1938,  c.  601,  52  Stat.  977. 
49  U.  S.  C.  sec.  401  (S.  3845,  Public  706); 
Reorganization  Plan  No.  IV.  sec.  7.  effec- 
tive June   30,    1940.   5   Fed.  Reg.   2421,   54 


Stat.  1235,  transferred  functions  of  Civil 
Aeronautics  Authority  to  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board. 


• 
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of  this  section  will  not  be  fulfilled,  it  shall  by  order,  approve  such  con- 
solidation, merger,  purchase,  lease,  operating  contract,  or  acquisition 
of  control,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  it  shall  find  to  be  just 
and  reasonable  and  with  such  modifications  as  it  may  prescribe :  Pro- 
vided, That  the  Authority  shall  not  approve  any  consolidation,  merger, 
purchase,  lease,  operating  contract,  or  acquisition  of  control  which 
would  result  in  creating  a  monopoly  or  monopolies  and  thereby  re- 
strain competition  or  jeopardize  another  air  carrier  not  a  party  to  the 
consolidation,  merger,  purchase,  lease,  operating  contract,  or  acquisi- 
tion of  control :  Provided  further,  That  if  the  applicant  is  a  carrier 
other  than  an  air  carrier,  or  a  person  controlled  by  a  carrier  other  than 
an  air  carrier  or  affiliated  therewith  within  the  meaning  of  section  5(8) 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amended,  such  applicant  shall  for 
the  purposes  of  this  section  be  considered  an  air  carrier  and  the  Au- 
thority shall  not  enter  such  an  order  of  approval  unless  it  finds  that 
the  transaction  proposed  will  promote  the  public  interest  by  enabling 
such  carrier  other  than  an  air  carrier  to  use  aircraft  to  public  advantage 
in  its  operation  and  will  not  restrain  competition. 

♦        ♦        ♦      * 

(e)  The  Authority  is  empowered,  upon  complaint  or  upon  its  own 
initiative,  to  investigate  and,  after  notice  and  hearing,  to  determine 
whether  any  person  is  violating  any  provision  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section.  If  the  Authority  finds  after  such  hearing  that  such  person  is 
violating  any  provision  of  such  subsection,  it  shall  by  order  require 
such  person  to  take  such  action,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Act,  as  may  be  necessary,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Authority,  to  prevent 
further  violation  of  such  provision. 

[Interlocking  Relationships] 

Sec.  409.  [52  Stat.  1002 ;  49  U.  S.  C.  §  489.]  (a)  After  one  hundred 
and  eighty  days  after  the  eflFective  date  of  this  section,  it  shall  be 
unlawful,  unless  such  relationship  shall  have  been  approved  by  order 
of  the  Authority  upon  due  showing,  in  the  form  and  manner  prescribed 
by  the  Authority,  that  the  public  interest  will  not  be  adversely  affected 
thereby — 

(1)  For  any  air  carrier  to  have  and  retain  an  officer  or  director 
who  is  an  officer,  director,  or  member,  or  who  as  a  stockholder  holds  a 
controlling  interest,  in  any  other  person  who  is  a  common  carrier  or 
is  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics. 

(2)  For  any  air  carrier,  knowingly  and  willfully,  to  have  and  retain 
an  officer  or  director  who  has  a  representative  or  nominee  who  repre- 
sents such  officer  or  director  as  an  officer,  director,  or  member,  or  as  a 
stockholder  holding  a  controlling  interest,  in  any  other  person  who  is 
a  common  carrier  or  is  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics. 

(3)  For  any  person  who  is  an  officer  or  director  of  an  air  carrier 
to  hold  the  position  of  officer,  director,  or  member,  or  to  be  a  stock- 
holder holding  a  controlling  interest,  or  to  have  a  representative  or 
nominee  who  represents  such  person  as  an  officer,  director,  or  member, 
or  as  a  stockholder  holding  a  controlling  interest,  in  any  other  person 
who  is  a  common  carrier  or  is  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics. 
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(4)  For  any  air  carrier  to  have  and  retain  an  officer  or  director 
who  is  an  officer,  director,  or  member,  or  who  as  a  stockholder  holds 
a  controlling  interest,  in  any  person  whose  principal  business,  in  pur- 
pose or  in  fact,  is  the  holding  of  stock  in,  or  control  of,  any  other 
person  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics. 

(5)  For  any  air  carrier,  knowingly  and  willfully,  to  have  and 
retain  an  officer  or  director  who  has  a  representative  or  nominee  who 
represents  such  officer  or  director  as  an  officer,  director,  or  member, 
or  as  a  stockholder  holding  a  controlling  interest,  in  any  person  whose 
principal  business,  in  purpose  or  in  fact,  is  the  holding  of  stock  in,  or 
control  of,  any  other  person  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics. 

(6)  For  any  person  who  is  an  officer  or  director  of  an  air  carrier 
to  hold  the  position  of  officer,  director,  or  member,  or  to  be  a  stock- 
holder holding  a  controlling  interest,  or  to  have  a  representative  or 
nominee  who  represents  such  person  as  an  officer,  director,  or  member, 
or  as  a  stockholder  holding  a  controlling  interest,  in  any  person  whose 
principal  business,  in  purpose  or  in  fact,  is  the  holding  of  stock  in,  or 
control  of,  any  other  person  engaged  in  any  phase  of  aeronautics. 

(b)  After  this  section  takes  eflfect  it  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
officer  or  director  of  any  air  carrier  to  receive  for  his  own  benefit, 
directly  or  indirectly,  any  money  or  thing  of  value  in  respect  of  negotia- 
tion, hypothecation,  or  sale  of  any  securities  issued  or  to  be  issued  by 
such  carrier,  or  to  share  in  any  of  the  proceeds  thereof. 


[Authority  to  Issue  Cease  and  Desist  Orders  Against  Unfair  Methods 

of  Competition  in  Air  Transportation] 

Sec.  411.  [52  Stat.  1003 ;  49  U.  S.  C.  §  491.]  The  Authoritv  may, 
upon  its  own  initiative  or  upon  complaint  by  any  air  carrier  or  foreign 
air  carrier,  if  it  considers  that  such  action  by  it  would  be  in  the  interest 
of  the  public,  investigate  and  determine  whether  any  air  carrier  or 
foreign  air  carrier  has  been  or  is  engaged  in  unfair  or  deceptive  prac- 
tices or  unfair  methods  of  competition  in  air  transportation.  If  the 
Authority  shall  find  after  notice  and  hearing,  that  such  air  carrier  or 
foreign  air  carrier  is  engaged  in  such  unfair  or  deceptive  practices  or 
unfair  methods  of  competition,  it  shall  order  such  air  carrier  or  foreign 
air  carrier  to  cease  and  desist  from  such  practices  or  methods  of 
competition. 

[Filing  of  Agreements  Required] 

Sec  412.  [52  Stat.  1004;  49  U.  S.  C.  §492.]  (a)  Every  air 
carrier  shall  file  with  the  Authority  a  true  copy,  or,  if  oral,  a  true  and 
complete  memorandum,  of  every  contract  or  agreement  (whether 
enforceable  by  provisions  for  liquidated  damages,  penalties,  bonds,  or 
otherwise)  affecting  air  transportation  and  in  force  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  section  or  hereafter  entered  into,  or  any  modification  or 
cancellation  thereof,  between  such  air  carrier  and  any  other  air  carrier, 
foreign  air  carrier,  or  other  carrier  for  pooling  or  apportioning  earn- 
ings, losses,  traffic,  service,  or  equipment,  or  relating  to  the  establish- 
ment of  transportation  rates,  fares,  charges,  or  classifications,  or  for 
preserving  and  improving  safety,  economy,  and  efficiency  of  operation, 
or  for  controlling,  regulating,  preventing,  or  otherwise  eliminating 
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destructive,  oppressive,  or  wasteful  competition,  or  for  regulating 
stops,  schedules,  and  character  of  service,  or  for  other  cooperative 
working  arrangements. 

(b)  The  Authority  shall  by  order  disapprove  any  such  contract 
or  agreement,  whether  or  not  previously  approved  by  it,  that  it  finds 
to  be  adverse  to  the  public  interest,  or  in  violation  of  this  Act,  and 
shall  by  order  approve  any  such  contract  or  agreement,  or  any  modi- 
fication or  cancellation  thereof,  that  it  does  not  find  to  be  adverse  to 
the  public  interest,  or  in  violation  of  this  Act. 


[Exemption  from  Antitrust  Laws] 

Sec.  414.  [52  Stat.  1004 ;  49  U.  S.  C.  §  494.]  Any  person  affected 
by  any  order  made  under  sections  408,  409,  or  412  of  this  Act  shall  be, 
and  is  hereby,  relieved  from  the  operations  of  the  "antitrust  laws,"  as 
designated  in  section  1  of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  supplement 
existing  laws  against  unlawful  restraints  and  monopolies,  and  for  other 
purposes,"  approved  October  15,  1914,  and  of  all  other  restraints  or 
prohibitions  made  by,  or  imposed  under,  authority  of  law,  in  so  far  as 
may  be  necessary  to  enable  such  person  to  do  anything  authorized, 
approved,  or  required  by  such  order. 


[Judicial  Enforcement] 

Sec.  1007.  [52  Stat.  1025;  49  U.  S.  C.  §  647.]  (b)  Upon  the  re- 
quest of  the  Authority,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  any  district  attorney  of  the 
United  States  to  whom  the  Authority  may  apply  to  institute  in  the  proper 
court  and  to  prosecute  under  the  direction  of  the  Attorney  General  all 
necessary  proceedings  for  the  enforcement  of  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  or  any  rule,  regulation,  requirement,  or  order  thereunder,  or 
any  term,  condition,  or  limitation  of  any  certificate  or  permit,  and  for 
the  punishment  of  all  violations  thereof,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  of 
such  prosecutions  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  appropriations  for  the  ex- 
penses of  the  courts  of  the  United  States. 


Sec  648.  [52  Stat.  1025 ;  49  U.  S.  C.  §  648.]  Upon  request  of  the 
Attorney  General,  the  Board  shall  have  the  right  to  participate  in  any 
proceeding  in  court  under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter. 


ACT  TO  MOBILIZE  FACILITIES  OF  SMALL 
BUSINESS  FOR  WAR  PRODUCTION  ** 

[Immunity  from  Antitrust  Laws ;  Reports  by  Attorney  General ; 

Duration  of  Act] 

Sec.  12.     [56  Stat.  357;  50  U.  S.  C.  App.  §  1112.]    Whenever  the 
Chairman  of  the  War  Production  Board  shall,  after  consultation  with 

*«  Act  of  June  11.  1942.  c.  404,  56  Stat.  357, 
77th  Cong..  2d  Sess.  (S.  2250.  Public  603). 
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writhif  tha^^  I?  '  ^"f'*'  ^"^  '°  "^.*  fy  '°  '^^  Attorney  General  in 
Tct  o^fhin^  K  *^  °^  ^"y  ^^*  °''  *'''"g'  o""  the  omission  to  do  any 

fs  in  effect^'i™'nr'  '""'*  ?\"°"'  ^"""«^  ^''^  ?*"«<*  t''^*  ^^is  section 
ChTir^.n  ;.  ^e/^Pl'^""  w».th  any  request  or  approval  made  by  the 
act  Tn2  ^  "•'"^'  '\^«q"'«it<=  to  the  prosecution  of  the  war,  such 
prosecmFon  nrT'M'°".?''^"u*'?.  1""'"^'^  •"  the  public  interest  and  no 
unXr^lr,  r,.^""   f '""  f""^  ^«=  commenced  with  reference  thereto 

Commissbn"lVr'^  '^ri  °i-  *•'"  ^."""^  .S'^**^  °'  the  Federal  Trade 
w?/hZ         .  Such  findmg  and  certificate  may  in  his  discretion  be 

S^awal  7o"  tl'Zr"'  ^^r^'  ^^"'™u""  ^^  giving^notice  of  such  with! 
sectTnn  i,ii      /Attorney  General,  whereupon  the  provisions  of  this 

suchTnS'oTceSal^.'"^  ^"'^^''"^"^  '''  ^^  *""•--  ''^  —  -^ 
tt^^T!'*  Attorney  General  from  time  to  time,  but  not  less  frequently 
CWrilf /''"^  r?  ''""'''■?''  ^"'^  twenty  days,  shall  transmit  to  the 
for  Er  tvP°"  "J  °P"^t'«ns  under  this  section.  Reports  provided 
^en,t^l  M  %P*i*"'?  l^^'W^^  transmitted  to  the  Se^etary  of  the 
be  if  Z  in.?  "".K^  *^'  "°"';^°f  Representatives,  as  the  case  may 
is  not  ?n  session.  "^  '       Representatives,  as  the  case  may  be, 

»»,  7^^  Attorney  General  shall  order  published  in  the  Federal  Reeis- 

the  detSlfnf  f ''''^,'^*'  ""*^'  ^•'^"  •"=  ^"^^"^  '* '"  the  public  interlLt. 
*  nH»  u-  ly  P^";  P^^ST^m  or  other  arrangement  promulgated 

under,  or  which  is  the  basis  of.  any  such  certificate.  "'gaiea 

„,fi7'''^f?tf*'°"  ^''*"  '■*'"*'"  '"  f°'''^«  ""til  six  months  after  the  termi- 
nation of  the  present  war  or  until  such  earlier  time  as  the  Congress 
by  concurrent  resolution  or  the  President  may  designate,  but  no  pS 
cution  or  civ.l  action  shall  be  commenced  thereaftlr^with  reference  to 
any  act  or  omission  occurring  prior  thereto  if  such  prosecution  or 
civil  action  would  be  barred  by  this  section  if  it  remained  in  force. 


SURPLUS  PROPERTY  ACT  OF  1944" 

[ApplicabUity  of  Antitrust  Laws  to  Disposal  of  Surplus  Property 

Notification  to  Attorney  General]  ' 

Sec.  20.     [SSStat.  77S;50U.  S.  C.  App.  §1629.]    Whenever  any 
fnffr°'f  ^^^"^y  ^hall  begin  negotiations  for  the  disposition  "o  private 

ernment  $  ^om  °'  P'""*'  °'  '"^''  ^'""^'^'y'  ^^''^^  ^°^t  the  Gov! 
ernment  $1,000,000  or  more,  or  of  patents,  processes,  techniaues  or 

notify  the  Attorney  Genera  of  the  proposed  disposition  and  the  prob- 
able terms  or  conditions  thereof.  Within  a  reasonable  time  in  no 
ZZlnZ  r»"      i""i^*,T  'l^y.'  ^^l"  Receiving  such  notification,  the 

whX7-  t"  ^^'•'''^"  f^""^"  ^^^  ^°"^  ^"<1  the  disposal  agency 
whether,  in  his  opinion,  the  proposed  disposition  will  violate  the  anti- 
trust laws.  Upon  the  request  of  the  Attorney  General,  the  Board  or 
other  Government  agency  shall  furnish  or  cause  to  be  furnished  such 

"  Act  of  October  3.  1944.  c.  479.  58  Stat.  " 

765.  78th  Cong.,  2d  Sees.  (H.  R.  5125.  Pub- 
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information  as  it  may  possess  which  the  Attorney  General  determines 
to  be  appropriate  or  necessary  to  enable  him  to  give  the  advice  called 
for  by  this  section  or  to  determine  whether  any  other  disposition  of 
surplus  property  violates  the  antitrust  laws.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall 
impair,  amend,  or  modify  the  antitrust  laws  or  limit  and  prevent  their 
application  to  persons  who  buy  or  otherwise  acquire  property  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act.  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  "antitrust 
laws"  includes  the  Act  of  July  2,  1890  (ch.  647,  26  Stat.  209),  as 
amended;  the  Act  of  October  15,  1914  (ch.  323,  38  Stat.  730),  as 
amended ;  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act ;  and  the  Act  of  August 
27,  1894  (ch.  349,  sees.  73,  74,  28  Stat.  570),  as  amended. 


WAR  MOBILIZATION  AND  RECONVERSION 

ACT  OF  1944  *« 

[Attorney  General  to  Make  Surveys  and  Report  to  Congress  on 
Monopolization  in  War  Mobilization] 

Sec.  205.  [58  Stat.  788;  50  U.  S.  C.  App.  §  1660.]  The  Attorney 
General  is  directed  to  make  surveys  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
any  factors  which  may  tend  to  eliminate  competition,  create  or 
strengthen  monopolies,  injure  small  business,  or  otherwise  promote 
undue  concentration  of  economic  power  in  the  course  of  war  mobiliza- 
tion and  during  the  period  of  transition  from  war  to  peace  and  there- 
after. The  Attorney  General  shall  submit  to  the  Congress  within 
ninety  days  after  the  approval  of  this  Act,  and  at  such  times  thereafter 
as  he  deems  desirable,  reports  setting  forth  the  results  of  such  surveys 
and  including  recommendations  for  such  legislation  as  he  may  deem 
necessary  or  desirable. 
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Sec.  1253.  [62  Stat.  928 ;  28  U.  S.  C.  §  1253.]  Except  as  otherwise 
provided  by  law,  any  party  may  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  from 
an  order  granting  or  denying,  after  notice  and  hearing,  an  inter- 
locutory or  permanent  injunction  in  any  civil  action,  suit  or  proceed- 
ing required  by  any  Act  of  Congress  to  be  heard  and  determined  by 
a  district  court  of  three  judges. 

in        *        ^ 

Sec.  1337.  [62  Stat.  931 ;  28  U.  S.  C.  §  1337.]  The  district  courts 
shall  have  original  jurisdiction  of  any  civil  action  or  proceeding  aris- 
ing under  any  Act  of  Congress  regulating  commerce  or  protecting 
trade  and  commerce  against  restraints  and  monopolies. 


*•  Act  of  Oct.  3.  1944.  c.  480,  58  Stat.  785, 
78th  Cong.,  2(1  Seas.  (S.  2051.  Public  458). 


"Act  of  June  25.  1948.  c.  646.  62  Stat. 
869.  80th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (H.  R.  3214,  Public 
775). 


60 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Act  Defining  Right  of  Immunity 


61 


EXPEDITING  ACT  " 

[Expedition  of  Actions  by  United  States  Involving 
General  Public  Importance] 

Sec.  1.  [56  Stat.  199 ;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  28.]  In  any  civil  action  brought 
in  any  district  court  of  the  United  States  under  the  Act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful  restraints  and 
monopolies,"  approved  July  2,  1890,  "An  Act  to  regulate  commerce," 
approved  February  4,  1887,  or  any  other  Acts  having  a  like  purpose 
that  hereafter  may  be  enacted,  wherein  the  United  States  is  plaintiff, 
the  Attorney  General  may  file  with  the  clerk  of  such  court  a  certificate 
that,  in  his  opinion,  the  case  is  of  general  public  importance,  a  copy 
of  which  shall  be  immediately  furnished  by  such  clerk  to  the  senior 
circuit  judge  (or  in  his  absence,  the  presiding  circuit  judge)  of  the 
circuit  in  which  the  case  is  pending  (including  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia). Upon  receipt  of  the  copy  of  such  certificate,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  senior  circuit  judge  or  the  presiding  circuit  judge,  as  the  case 
may  be,  to  designate  immediately  three  judges  in  such  circuit,  of 
whom  at  least  one  shall  be  a  circuit  judge,  to  hear  and  determine  such 
case,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  judges  so  designated  to  assign  the 
case  for  hearing  at  the  earliest  practicable  date,  to  participate  in  the 
hearing  and  determination  thereof,  and  to  cause  the  case  to  be  in 
every  way  expedited. 

[Appeals  to  Supreme  Court] 

Sec.  2.  [58  Stat.  272;  15  U.  S.  C.  §  29.]  In  every  suit  in  equity 
brought  in  any  district  court  of  the  United  States  under  any  of  said 
Acts,  wherein  the  United  States  is  complainant,  an  appeal  from  the 
final  decree  of  the  district  court  will  lie  only  to  the  Supreme  Court  *• 
and  must  be  taken  within  sixty  days  from  the  entry  thereof:  Pro- 
vided,  however.  That  if,  upon  any  such  appeal,  it  shall  be  found  that, 
by  reason  of  disqualification,  there  shall  not  be  a  quorum  of  Justices 
of  the  Supreme  Court  qualified  to  participate  in  the  consideration  of 
the  case  on  the  merits,  then,  in  lieu  of  a  decision  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  the  case  shall  be  immediately  certified  by  the  Supreme  Court 
to  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  of  the  circuit  in  which  is  located  the 
district  in  which  the  suit  was  brought  which  court  shall  thereupon  have 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  the  appeal  in  such  case,  and  it  shal^ 
be  the  duty  of  the  senior  circuit  judge  of  said  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
qualified  to  participate  in  the  consideration  of  the  case  on  the  merits, 
to  designate  immediately  three  circuit  judges  of  said  court,  one  of 
whom  shall  be  himself  and  the  other  two  of  whom  shall  be  the  two 
circuit  judges  next  in  order  of  seniority  to  himself,  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  appeal  in  such  case  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  court,  so 


«  Act  of  Feb.  11,  1903.  c.  544.  32  Stat.  823, 
57th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.  (S.  6773.  Public  82), 
as  amended  by  Act  of  June  25,  1910,  c.  248, 
61st  Cong.,  2d  Sess.,  36  Stat.  854  (H.  R. 
26233,  Public  310).  the  Act  of  Apr.  6.  1942. 
c  210,  sec.  1.  77th  Cong.,  2d  Sess.,  56 
Stat.  198  (H.  R.  6005,  Public  515).  and  the 
Act  of  June  9.  1944.  c.  239.  78th  Cong..  2d 
Sess..  58  Stat.  272  (H.  R.  3054,  Public  332). 

Sec  3  of  the  amending  Act  of  Apr.  6, 
1942,  deals  with  a  single  judge's  powers  in 


an  action  In  a  three-judge  district  court 
for  Interlocutory  Injunction  and  final  hear^ 
Ing  under  Section  1  (56  Stat.  199.  28 
U.  S.  C.  sec.  2284). 

•  The  following  portions  of  Section  2 
have  been  reenacted  as  28  U.  S.  C.  S9  2101 
(a)  and  2109  by  the  Act  of  June  25,  1948.  c. 
646,  62  Stat.  869,  962,  963,  80th  Cong..  2d 
Sess.  (H.  R.  3214.  Public  773),  without  re- 
pealing this  section. 
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comprised,  to  assign  the  case  for  argument  at  the  earliest  practicable 
date  and  to  hear  and  determine  the  same,  and  the  decision  of  the  three 
circuit  judges  so  designated,  or  of  a  majority  in  number  thereof,  shall 
be  final  and  there  shall  be  no  review  of  such  decision  by  appeal  or 
certiorari  or  otherwise. 

If,  by  reason  of  disqualification,  death  or  otherwise,  any  of  said 
three  circuit  judges  shall  be  unable  to  participate  in  the  decision 
of  said  case,  any  such  vacancy  or  vacancies  shall  be  filled  by  the 
senior  circuit  judge  by  designating  one  or  more  other  circuit  judges 
of  the  said  circuit  next  in  order  of  seniority  and,  if  there  be  none  such 
available,  he  shall  fill  any  such  vacancy  or  vacancies  by  designating 
one  or  more  circuit  judges  from  another  circuit  or  circuits,  designating, 
in  each  case,  the  oldest  available  circuit  judge,  in  order  of  seniority,  in 
the  circuit  from  which  he  is  selected,  such  designation  to  be  only  with 
the  consent  of  the  senior  circuit  judge  of  any  such  other  circuit. 

This  Act  shall  apply  to  every  case  pending  before  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  on  the  date  of  its  enactment. 


IMMUNITY  PROVISION  OF  1903  '^^ 

[32  Stat.  904;  15  U.  S.  C.  §32.]  *  *  *  No  person  shall  be 
prosecuted  or  be  subjected  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  for  or  on 
account  of  any  transaction,  matter,  or  thing  concerning  which  he  may 
testify  or  produce  evidence,  documentary  or  otherwise,  in  any  pro- 
ceeding, suit,  or  prosecution  under  ["An  Act  to  regulate  commerce," 
approved  February  fourth,  eighteen  hundred  and  eighty-seven,  and 
all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplemental  thereto,  and  of  the  Act 
entitled  *'An  Act  to  protect  trade  and  commerce  against  unlawful 
restraints  and  monopolies,"  approved  July  second,  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety,  and  all  Acts  amendatory  thereof  or  supplemental  thereto, 
and  sections  seventy-three,  seventy-four,  seventy-five,  and  seventy-six 
of  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  reduce  taxation,  to  provide  revenue  for 
the  Government,  and  other  purposes,"  approved  August  twenty-seventh, 
eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-four]  :  Provided  further,  That  no  person 
so  testifying  shall  be  exempt  from  prosecution  or  punishment  for 
perjury  committed  in  so  testifying. 


ACT  DEFINING  RIGHT  OF  IMMUNITY  " 

Sec.  1.  [34  Stat.  798;  15  U.  S.  C.  §33.]  Under  the  immunity 
provisions  in  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  in  relation  to  testimony  before 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,"  and  so  forth,  approved  Febru- 
ary eleventh,  eighteen  hundred  and  ninety-three,  in  section  six  of  the 
Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  establish  the  Department  of  Commerce  and 
Labor,"  approved  February  fourteenth,  nineteen  hundred  and  three, 
and  in  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  to  further  regulate  commerce  with 
foreign  nations  and  among  the  States,"  approved  February  nineteenth, 

••Act  of  Feb.   25,    1903,   c.   755.   32  Stat.  "Act  of  June  30,   1906.  c.  3920.  34  Stat. 

S54,    57th   Cong.,   2d  Sess.    (H.    R.    16021,      798.  59th  Cong..  1st  Sess.   (S.  5769    Public 
Public  115).  389). 
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the  Government  for  the  fiscal  vear^n-5'  t""*  J"^""^'  expenses  of 
hundred  and  four,  and  for  other  pu^oses  "  ainired'p ''k'""''  "'"^*^^" 
fifth,  nineteen  hundred  and  three  imm-'.^tf^u^,^  February  twenty- 
natural  person  who,  in  obedience  to  aThn"7  '''?"  ^'''^'?*i  °n'y  t°  a 

oath  or  produces  evidence,  d^l^'^fheSIireroVh"'^^ 

PUBLICITY  IN  TAKING  EVIDENCE  ACT " 

sitions  of  witnesses^Vnr  lid^-^*  ^*  ^'  §.^^1     ^"  ^^^  taking:  of  depo- 

United  States":nTr  he  Act  Tnthl^d'-An^Ac^f  ^  '^°"^^'  ''^  ''^'^ 
commerce  against  unlawful  resfr=,  nt A  a  ^"^  *?•  P''°'*<='  ^^de  and 
second,  eighteen  hundred  and  Sy  andrthrh"''"  '"Tr"  J"'^ 
examiner  or  special  master  annr.inf»A  ^  .  ?  *"*  hearings  before  any 
proceedings  shall  be  open  to  the  n.  Kr  *f  ^'«t™ony  therein,  the 
court;  and  no  order  excluding  th/.K'r  ?  ^'^^'^  ^^  "«  t^als  in  open 
proceedings  shall  be  Sid  ^"/enforSwe  ^"^"'J^""  <>"  any  sSch 


OTHER  LAWS 

'Anth^KwT^iih  Arndmin"t1"S  Z^.P"'"'  ^'i'™^*  '-s  see 
Lewis,  Superintendent  D~ntRf^"^^i^'  "'""?''!<*  ^y  Elmer  A. 
(Government  Printing  Office!^)  '  "°"''  °^  Representatives 

of  Jui£°r1ce?;esTm£^^^^^^^  ^'^'^'^  °f  '^^  Department 

of  statutes  other  thT£seorrnt.^H. If-  '"^^igations  of  violations 
chargeof  judicial  proceSfnes  for  he  ^nf'  ^^'"'"Vnd  that  it  is  in 
administrative  orders  Tseeli  Pe^  f^^'"?""^"^  or  defense  of  various 
11,  1946).  Its  jurisdfcton  therefor;'li^'?''f'!i  '^l^'^^^'  September 
others,  which  aiise  un£  tU  f^ILwrngtatrnt'"  ''°"  ^^^^^'  ^"^^^ 

52Stat^S,tu.l  ctc!T^"i  ^''  °^  ^^^-'^'  '^'  1^^«.  c.  30,  sec.  1. 

U.  S^cTc'fC-r  '"''  "'  J"'^  2^'  ''''■  -  412,  49  Stat.  494,  18 

49St^rH9t?^U.^S?^Tst?7lJ""/;i'  '^^'  '^^  '''■  -«.  1-13, 

205  (amending  the  GSirFu^^iVAToft'e^^^^^^^^^^^ 

secsSTs"7  -Tf     "  °^  ^!^'"^'y  22,  1935,  49  Stat.  30-33    15  U   9   r 
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Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  June  25,  1938,  c.  676,  52  Stat.  1060, 
29  U.  S.  C  §§  201-219,  as  amended. 

Federal  Alcohol  Administration  Act  of  June  26,  1936;  c.  730, 
49  Stat.  1965,  sees.  503,  505,  507,  27  U.  S.  C.  sees.  202c,  205, 209. 

Federal  Register  Act  of  July  26,  1935,  c.  417,  49  Stat.  500,  44 
U.  S.  C.  §§  301,  314,  as  amended,  50  Stat.  304,  and  56  Stat.  1045. 

Freight  Forwarders  Act.    See  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  Part  IV. 

Interstate  Commerce  Act  of  February  14,  1887,  24  Stat.  379,  49 
U.  S.  C.  sees.  1-15,  as  amended ;  Part  II  (Motor  Carriers)  Act  of  August 
9,  1935,  c.  498,  49  Stat.  543,  and  amended  September  18,  1940,  c.  722, 
54  Stat.  919,  49  U.  S.  C.  sec.  301-327;  Part  III  (Water  Carriers)  Act 
of  September  18,  1940,  c.  722,  54  Stat.  929,  49  U.  S.  C.  sees.  901-923; 
Part  IV  (Freight  Forwarders)  Act  of  May  16,  1942,  c.  318,  56  Stat.  284, 
49  U.  S.  C.  sees.  1001-1022. 

Land  Grant  Act  of  July  25,  1866,  14  Stat.  239,  1  U.  S.  C.  sec.  5. 

Motor  Carriers  Act.    See  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  Part  11. 

Perishable  Agricultural  Commodities  Act  of  June  10,  1930,  amended 
April  13,  1934  and  August  21,  1937,  46  Stat.  531,  48  Stat.  584,  50  Stat. 
725,  7  U.  S.  C.  sees.  499a-4. 

Produce  Agency  Act  of  March  3,  1927,  44  Stat.  1355,  7  U.  S.  C. 
sec.  491. 

Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  of  August  26, 1935  (Wheeler- 
Rayburn  Act)  c.  687,  sees.  1-33,  49  Stat.  803, 15  U.  S.  C  sees.  79— 79z-6. 

Railway  Labor  Act  of  May  20,  1926,  as  amended,  44  Stat.  577, 
48  Stat.  926,  48  Stat.  1185,  49  Stat.  1921,"  54  Stat.  786,  45  U.  S.  C. 
sees.  151-163. 

Securities  Act  of  May  27,  1933,  c.  38,  48  Stat.  74,  15  U.  S.  C.  sees. 
77a-77aa  (civil  litigation) ;  as  amended  by  the  Securities  Exchange  Act 
of  June  6,  1934,  c.  404,  48  Stat.  905,  15  U.  S.  C.  sec.  77b,  et  seq.  (civil 
litigation). 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act  of  May  18,  1933,  48  Stat.  58-72, 
16  U.  S.  C.  sees.  831-831cc. 

Tobacco  Inspection  Act  of  August  23,  1935,  c.  623,  49  Stat.  731, 
7  U.  S.  C.  sees.  511-511q. 

Transportation  Act  of  1940.    See  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 

Water  Carriers  Act.    See  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  Part  III. 


Part  II 
SUMMARY  OF  CASES 


SUMMARY  OF  CASES  INSTITUTED  BY 

THE  UNITED  STATES  UNDER  THE 

ANTITRUST  LAWS ' 

1  United  States  v.  Jellico  Mountain  Coal  &  Coke  Co..  Civil  2820: 
Peti  Jon  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  13.  1890  -  the  Qrcuu 
Court  (M.  D.  Tenn.)  against  the  members  of  the  Nf  hv'}  f  ^oal  Cx 
chanee  an  association  composed  of  coal  dealers  in  Nashville,  Tennes 
see  fnd  varTous  coal  producers  in  Kentucky  and  Tennessee,  allegmg 
a  combination  formed  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  -'^^^^.^f^/^^^ 
prices  of  COAL.  A  temporary  injunction  was  ^^f^^^^.  ^^J J.^l^^^j 
1  F  A  D  n  On  Tune  4.  1891.  the  combination  was  declared  illegal 
(^■ped  432!'l  P.  A.  D  9)'.  and 'on  June  17,  1891.  its  further  operation 
was  enjoined  (1  D.  &  J.  1). 

2.  United  States  v.  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass'ii.  Civil  f  799 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  6,  1892  in  the  Circuit 
Court^Kans)  against  the  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Association,  an 
assoc  aion  compoled  of  railroads  operating  west  of  the  Missouri  River 
and  its  members,  alleging  a  combination  formed  for  he  Purpose  °^ 
fixing  uniform  RATES,  rules,  and  regulations  for  all  FR^.^^^/ 
TRAFFIC.  On  November  28,  1892,  the  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the 
™ion  (S3  Fed.  440.  1  F.  A.  D.  80)  (1  D.  &  J  5)^  This  decree  was 
affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit,  on  October 
2  1893  (Ss'^Ped.  58.  1  P.  A.  D.  186)  (1  D.  &  J^.5).  On  March  22  1897, 
the  Suoreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  dismissal  (166  U.  b.  ^u. 
1  F  A  D  M8).  and  on  June  7.  1897,  a  decree  was  entered  dissolving 
the  Association  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of 
the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  6). 


»The  standard  abbreviations  for  the 
states  have  been  used  In  the  case  sum- 
maries. "Cr."  Indicates  "Criminal  and 
"Eq."  Indicates  "Equity." 

The  reference  "CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports"  refers  to  the  complete  reports  of 
antitrust  decisions  published  by  Commerce 
Clearing  House.  Inc.  All  court  decisions 
referred  to  In  the  following  summaries  are 
reported  In  th«  CCH  Trade  Regulation 
life  ports. 

"CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases"  and  "CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases"  are  bound  volumes 
containing  a  complete  reprint  of  the  court 
decisions    for   those   years    previously   re- 


ported In  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports. 
Supp.  1944-1947.  using  Identical  paragraph 
numbers. 

"FAD"  refers  to  "Federal  Antitrust 
Decisions"  published  by  the  government. 
"D  &  J."  refers  to  "Decrees  and  Judg- 
ments In  Federal  Antitrust  Cases"  pub- 
lished by  the  government.  "F.R.D."  means 
"Federal  Rules  Decisions"  published  by 
West  Publishing  Co. 

It  should  be  mentioned  with  respect  to 
cases  postponed  during  World  War  U  that 
on  August  20,  1945,  the  War  and  Navy  De- 
partments withdrew  all  requests  for  post- 
ponement. 
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3.  United  States  v.  Benjamin  F.  Nelson,  Cr.  1408:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  20,  1892,  in  the  District 
Court  (Minn.),  against  certain  lumber  dealers,  charging  an  agreement 
to  raise  the  retail  price  of  LUMBER.  On  October  10,  1892,  a  de- 
murrer to  the  indictment  was  sustained  (52  Fed.  646.  I  F  A  D  77) 
(ID.  &  J.  679).  'J 

4.  United  States  v.  E.  C.  Knight  Co.,  Civil  38 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  4,  1892,  in  the  Circuit  Court,  (E.  D. 
Penn.),  against  the  E.  C  Knight  Company,  the  Franklin  Sugar  Com- 
pany, the  Spreckels  Sugar  Refining  Company,  the  Delaware  Sugar 
House,  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  and  certain  named 
mdividuals,  alleging  that  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  had 
theretofore  acquired  control  of  a  large  majority  of  all  the  sugar  refin-, 
eries  in  the  United  States  and,  in  order  to  obtain  complete  control  of 
the  price  of  SUGAR  m  the  United  States,  had  entered  into  an  unlawful 
scheme  to  purchase  the  stock,  machinery,  and  real  estate  of  the  other 
four  corporate  defendants.  On  January  30,  1894,  the  Circuit  Court 
held  that  the  petition  should  be  dismissed  (60  Fed.  306,  1  F.  A.  D. 
250)  (1  D.  &  J.  11).  Its  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals,  Third  Circuit,  on  March  26,  1894  (60  Fed.  934,  1  F.  A.  D. 
258)  (1  D.  &  J.  11),  and  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  January  21,  1895 
(156  U.  S.  1,  1  F.  A.  D.  379).  "^  ^ 

5.  United  States  v.  Joseph  B.  Greenhut,  Cr.  461  and  570 :  Indict- 
ments under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Feb.  23,  1892  and  May  10,  1892, 
m  the  District  Court  (Mass.),  against  the  officers  of  the  Distilling  and 
Cattle  Feeding  Company,  charging  that  they  purchased  or  leased  78 
competing  distilleries  which  produced  75  per  cent  of  all  DISTILLED 
SPIRITS  manufactured  and  sold  in  the  United  States,  and  sold  the 
products  of  the  distilleries  at  fixed  prices,  giving  rebates  to  those 
distributors  who  purchased  exclusively  from  it.  One  indictment  was 
quashed  for  insufficiency  on  May  16,  1892  (50  Fed.  469,  1  F.  A.  D.  30) 
(1  D.  &  J.  675).  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  in  the  other  case  on 
March  30,  1896. 

5a.  In  re  Corning,  Cr.  2276:  Application  to  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  Ohio),  on  June  11,  1892,  for  a  warrant  of  removal  from  Ohio 
to  Massachusetts  to  answer  to  the  indictment  found  in  the  Greenhut 
case.  No.  5  supra.  On  the  same  day  the  application  was  denied  on  the 
ground  that  the  indictment  was  insufficient  (51  Fed.  205,  1  F.  A.  D.  33), 
and  the  defendants  were  discharged  (1  D.  &  J.  676). 

5b.  In  re  Terrell:  Application  to  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
on  June  28,  1892,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  secure  a  discharge  from 
arrest  and  detention  upon  a  warrant  for  removal  from  New  York  to 
Massachusetts  to  answer  to  the  indictment  found  in  the  Greenhut 
case.  No.  5,  supra.  On  the  same  day  the  application  was  granted  on 
the  ground  that  the  indictment  was  insufficient  (51  Fed.  213,  1  F.  A.  D. 
46),  and  the  petitioner  was  discharged  (1  D.  &  J.  677). 

5c.  In  re  Greene,  No.  4543:  Application  to  the  Circuit  Court 
(S.  D.  Ohio)  on  August  4,  1892,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  secure 
release  from  the  custody  of  the  marshal,  by  whom  the  petitioner  was 
held  awaiting  an  order  for  removal  to  Massachusetts  to  answer  to  the 
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il^¥f  indictment  found  in  the  Greenhut  case.  No.  5,  supra.    On  the  same 

day  the  application  was  granted  on  the  ground  that  the  indictment 
was  insufficient  (52  Fed.  104,  1  F.  A.  D.  54),  and  the  petitioner  was 
discharged  (1  D.  &  J.  678). 

6.  United  States  v.  John  H.  Patterson,  Cr.  1215:  Two  indict- 
ments under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  2  and  October  5,  1892, 
in  the  Circuit  Court  (Mass.),  against  Patterson  and  others,  charging 
a  conspiracy  to  drive  competitors  out  of  the  CASH  REGISTER 
business  by  misrepresentations,  intimidation,  violence,  and  other  un- 
lawful acts.  On  demurrer  the  indictment  was  sustained  in  part  (55 
Fed.  605,  1  F.  A.  D.  133;  59  Fed.  280,  1  F.  A.  D.  244).  The  case  was 
nolle  prossed  on  November  10,  1894  (1  D.  &  J.  680). 

7.  United  States  v.  Workingmen's  Amalgamated  Council,  Eq. 
12143:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  25,  1893,  in  the 
Circuit  Court  (E.  D.  La.),  against  the  Workingmen's  Amalgamated 
Council,  an  association  composed  of  various  labor  unions,  and  others, 
alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
by  interfering  by  violence  and  intimidation  with  those  engaged  in  the 
TRANSPORTATION  of  goods  and  merchandise  passing  through 
New  Orleans.  On  March  27,  1893,  the  conspiracy  was  declared  illegal 
and  its  operation  enjoined  (54  Fed.  994,  1  F.  A.  D.  110)  (1  D.  &  J.  9). 
This  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Circuit, 
on  June  13,  1893  (57  Fed.  85,  1  F.  A.  D.  184). 

8.  United  States  v.  Eugene  V.  Debs,  Civil  23421 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  2,  1894,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (N.  D.  111.), 
against  Debs  and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  interfere  by  violence 
and  intimidation  with  the  TRANSPORTATION  of  mails  and  with 
interstate  commerce  over  certain  named  railroads.  A  preliminary  in- 
junction was  granted  the  same  day  (1  D.  &  J.  13).  The  petition  was 
dismissed  on  July  27,  1899,  at  the  instance  of  the  government  before  a 
final  decree  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  17). 

8a.  United  States  v.  Eugene  V.  Debs :  Information  filed  Decem- 
ber 14,  1894,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  Debs  and  others, 
charging  a  contempt  of  court  by  disobeying  the  preliminary  injunction 
issued  in  the  Debs  case,  No.  8,  supra.  On  December  14,  1894,  the 
defendants  were  found  guilty  and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for 
terms  from  three  to  six  months  (64  Fed.  724,  1  F.  A.  D.  322).  An 
application  for  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  was  denied  on 
January  17,  1895  (158  U.  S.  564,  573,  1  F.  A.  D.  565,  573). 

8b.  In  re  Debs,  petitioner :  Application  to  the  Supreme  Court  on 
January  14,  1895,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  secure  a  discharge 
from  imprisonment  for  contempt  in  disobeying  the  preliminary  in- 
junction issued  in  the  Debs  case.  No.  8,  supra.  The  application  was 
denied  on  May  27,  1895  (158  U.  S.  564,  1  F.  A.  D.  565). 

9.  United  States  v.  Eugene  V.  Debs,  Eq.  9058:  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  3,  1894,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (Ind.),  against 
Debs  and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  interfere  by  violence  and 
intimidation  with  the  TRANSPORTATION  of  mails  and  with  inter- 
state commerce  over  certain  named  railroads.    A  preliminary  injunc- 
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tion  was  granted  the  same  day  (1  D.  &  J.  19).  The  case  was  dismissed 
at  the  instance  of  the  government  on  September  19,  1898,  before  a  final 
decree  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  22). 

9a.  United  States  v.  Hiram  Agler,  Cr.  9062:  Information  filed 
July  12,  1894,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (Ind.)  charging  Agler  with  contempt 
of  court  by  disobeying  the  preliminary  injunction  issued  in  the  Debs 
case,  No.  9,  supra.  On  July  12,  1894,  the  Circuit  Court  refused  to  quash 
the  information  (62  Fed.  824,  1  F.  A.  D.  294),  and  on  September  7, 
1894,  adjudged  Agler  in  contempt,  suspending  sentence  during  good 
behavior  (1  D.  &  J.  681). 

10.  United  States  v.  M.  J.  Elliott,  Eq.  3811 :  Petitions  under  the 
Sherman  Act  filed  July  6  and  October  24,  1894,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(E.  D.  Mo.)  against  Elliott,  Debs,  and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to 
interfere  by  violence  and  intimidation  with  the  TRANSPORTATION 
of  mails  and  with  interstate  commerce  over  certain  railroads.  A  tem- 
porary injunction  was  granted  on  July  6,  1894  (62  Fed.  801,  1  F.  A.  D. 
262)  (1  D.  &  J.  23),  and,  after  a  demurrer  was  overruled  on  October 
24,  1894  (64  Fed.  27, 1  F.  A.  D.  311),  the  injunction  was  made  perpetual 
(1  D.  &  J.  29). 

11.  United  States  v.  John  Cassidy,  Cr.  3059:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  in  July  1894,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
Calif.)  against  Cassidy,  Mayne,  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
obstruct  the  mails  and  to  interfere  by  violence  and  intimidation  with 
the  TRANSPORTATION  of  mails  and  with  interstate  commerce  over 
railroads  in  California.  The  trial  resulted  in  a  disagreement  by  the 
jury  (67  Fed.  698,  783,  1  F.  A.  D.  449,  565),  and  one  July  1, 1895,  a  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  682)  as  to  all  defendants  not  heretofore 
dismissed. 

12.  United  States  v.  James  M.  Moore:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  November  4,  1895,  in  the  District  Court  (Third 
Judicial  District  of  the  Territory  of  Utah)  against  the  members  of  the 
Salt  Lake  Coal  Exchange,  an  association  composed  of  retail  distrib- 
utors of  coal  in  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  charging  that  the  members  of 
the  Exchange  and  certain  wholesale  distributors  had  conspired  to  fix 
prices  of  COAL.  Utah  was  admitted  into  the  Union  on  January  4, 
1896,  and  the  case  was  thereafter  transferred  to  the  Circuit  Court  (D. 
Utah)  where  the  defendants  were  found  guilty  and  a  fine  of  $200  was 
imposed  on  defendant  Moore  on  November  19,  1896  (1  D.  &  J.  683). 
The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit,  reversed  the  conviction 
on  February  14,  1898,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  cause  after  Utah  had  been  admitted  into  the  Union  (85  Fed.  465, 
1  F.  A.  D.  815).    No  formal  decree  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  684). 

13.  United  States  v.  Joint  Traffic  Association:  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  8,  1896,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  the  Joint  Traffic  Association,  an  association  composed 
of  railroads  operating  between  Chicago  and  the  Atlantic  Coast,  and  its 
officers,  alleging  a  combination  formed  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  RATES, 
rules,  and  regulations  for  all  TRAFFIC.  On  May  28,  1896,  the  Circuit 
Court  dismissed  the  petition  (76  Fed.  895,  1  F.  A.  D.  615)  (1  D.  &  J. 
31),  and  on  March  19,  1897,  this  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit 
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Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit  (89  Fed.  1020,  1  F.  A.  D.  869)  (1 
D.  &  J.  31).  On  October  24,  1898,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the 
decree  of  dismissal  (171  U.  S.  505,  1  F.  A.  D.  869),  and  a  decree  was 
entered  on  the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  March  13,  1899,  per- 
petually enjoining  the  practices  complained  of  in  the  petition  (1  D.  &  J.  32). 

14.  United  States  v.  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co.,  Civil  539 :  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  10,  1896,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  (E.  D.  Tenn.)  against  the  Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Company  and 
five  other  corporations,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  enhance  prices  by 
eliminating  competitive  bidding  in  the  sale  of  CAST  IRON  PIPE. 
On  February  5,  1897,  the  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the  petition  (78  Fed. 
712,  1  F.  A.  D.  631)  (1  D.  &  J.  35).  The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals, 
Sixth  Circuit,  reversed  the  decree  of  dismissal  on  February  8,  1898 
(85  Fed.  271,  1  F.  A.  D.  772),  and  a  decree  perpetually  enjoining  the 
further  operation  of  the  conspiracy  was  entered  June  16, 1898  (1  D.  &  J. 
36).  This  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  December  4, 
1899,  as  to  interstate  business  only  (175  U.  S.  211,  1  F.  A.  D.  1009), 
and  a  decree  was  entered  on  this  mandate  April  5,  1900  (1  D.  &  J.  39). 

15.  United  States  v.  Henry  Hopkins,  Eq.  7402:  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  31,  1896,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (Kan.) 
against  Hopkins  and  the  members  of  the  Kansas  City  Live  Stock  Ex- 
change, an  association  composed  of  commission  merchants  operating 
at  the  Kansas  City  stockyards,  alleging  a  combination  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  regulating  the  practices  of  their  LIVESTOCK  business, 
fixing  commission  rates,  and  prohibiting  members  from  doing  business 
with  non-members.  On  September  20,  1897,  the  combination  was 
declared  illegal  (82  Fed.  529,  1  F.  A.  D.  725),  and  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion against  its  further  operation  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  41).  An  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit,  from 
which  it  was  certified  to  the  Supreme  Court  (84  Fed.  1018,  1  F.  A.  D. 
748).  The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  on  October  24,  1898 
(171  U.  S.  578,  1  F.  A.  D.  941),  and  a  decree  was  entered  dismissing 
the  petition  (1  D.  &  J.  43)  on  May  29,  1899. 

16.  United  States  v.  J.  C.  Anderson,  Civil  2196:  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  7,  1897,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (W.  D.  Mo.) 
against  Anderson  and  the  members  of  The  Traders'  Livestock  Ex- 
change, an  association  composed  of  persons  buying  LIVESTOCK  at 
the  Kansas  City  stockyards  for  their  own  profit.  The  rules  of  the 
Exchange  prohibited  members  from  doing  business  with  non-mem- 
bers or  those  who  did  business  with  non-members.  After  a  tempo- 
rary injunction  had  been  granted  by  the  Circuit  Court  on  July  19,  1897 
(1  D.  &  J.  45),  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals, 
Eighth  Circuit.  The  case  was  certified  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  instruc- 
tions upon  certain  questions  (82  Fed.  998. 1  F.  A.  D.  742).  On  October 
24,  1898,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court 
(171  U.  S.  604,  1  F.  A.  D.  967),  and  on  December  27,  1898,  a  decree 
was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  47)  dismissing  the  bill  and  dissolving  the  in- 
junction. 

17.  United  States  v.  Coal  Dealers'  Ass'n  of  California,  Equity 
12539 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  16, 1897,  in  the 
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Circuit  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  Coal  Dealers*  Association  of 
Cahtorma,  an  association  composed  of  certain  retailers  and  practically 
all  wholesalers  of  COAL  in  San  Francisco  and  formed  for  the  purpose 
of  fixing  prices  On  December  16,  1897,  a  temporary  injunction  was 
fS^Vono  YaP^^hf^^-  ^^^  combination  was  declared  illegal  January 
28,  1898  (85  Fed.  252,  1  F.  A.  D.  749),  and  a  decree  perpetually  enjoin- 
ing Its  operation  was  entered  May  2,  1899  (1  D.  &  J.  51). 

18.  United  States  v.  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Fuel  Co.,  Eq.  5298: 
)^^'{P"  "Jl^f  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  8,  1899,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(b.  U.  Ohio)  against  the  members  of  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Coal 
Association,  an  association  composed  of  the  Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Fuel 
Company  and  14  producers  of  COAL  AND  COKE  in  the  Kanawha 
district  in  West  Virginia,  alleging  an  agreement  by  which  the  fuel 
company  agreed  to  take  the  entire  output  of  the  producers  and  to  sell 
the  same  in  western  markets  at  prices  fixed  by  the  Association,  retain- 
V^^  certain  sum  as  compensation  for  its  services.  On  August  31, 
lyuo,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  (105  Fed.  93  2  F  AD  34) 
and  on  November  22,  1900,  a  decree  was  entered  dissolving  the  com- 
bination and  perpetually  enjoining  its  further  operation  (1  D.  &  J.  55). 
This  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Cir- 
cuit, on  April  8,  1902  (115  Fed.  610,  2  F.  A.  D.  151). 

19.  United  States  v.  Northern  Securities  Co.,  Eq.  789 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  10,  1902,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(Minn.)  against  the  Northern  Securities  Company  and  certain  named 
individuals  alleging  that  pursuant  to  a  combination  or  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  the  Northern  Securities  Company  had  acquired  and 
was  holding  and  voting  a  large  majority  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Ureat  JNorthern  Railway  Company  and  Northern  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, parallel  competing  RAILROAD  lines  between  the  Great  Lakes 

Ml  ^^^/lon'^'l^'.^SS?^-.^"  ^P"^  ^'  ^^^'  the  combination  was  declared 
illegal  (120  Fed.  721,  2  F.  A.  D.  215),  and  a  decree  was  entered  which 
contained  provisions,  inter  alia,  enjoining  the  Northern  Securities 
Company  from  acquiring  additional  stock  in  the  two  railway  companies, 
from  voting  any  of  the  stock  which  it  held,  and  from  exercising  any 
control  over  the  two  railway  companies  (1  D.  &  J.  57).  This  decree 
was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  March  14,  1904  (193  U.  S.  197 
2  F.  A.  D.  338).  An  opinion  was  filed  April  19,  1904,  denying  the  peti- 
tion of  Mr.  Harriman  and  others  to  intervene  in  the  cause. 

20.  United  States  v.  Swift  &  Co.,  Equity  26291 :  Petition  under  the 
Sherman  Act  filed  May  10,  1902,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against 
Swift  &  Company  and  others,  who  together  controlled  60  per  cent  of 
the  fresh  meat  business  in  the  United  States,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to 
eliminate  competition  by  not  bidding  against  each  other  in  the  pur- 
chase  of  LIVESTOCK,  by  bidding  up  prices  for  a  few  days  to  induce 
cattle  owners  to  ship  cattle  to  the  stockyards,  by  fixing  the  selling 
prices  of  fresh  meat,  and  by  obtaining  rebates  from  railroads  etc 
Demurrers  to  the  petition  were  overruled  on  April  18.  1902  the  com- 
bination was  declared  illegal  (122  Fed.  529,  2  F.  A.  D.  237).  knd  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  was  entered  May  20,  1902  (1  D.  &  J.  61).  The 
defendants  failed  to  answer  and  a  decree  was  entered  May  26  1903 
perpetually  enjoining  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  63).  This  decree  was 
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affirmed,  with  minor  modifications,  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  January 
30,  1905  (196  U.  S.  375.  2  F.  A.  D.  641).  The  decree  on  mandate  from 
the  Supreme  Court  was  entered  April  10,  1905. 

21.  United  States  v.  Federal  Salt  Co..  Civil  13303:  Petition  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  15,  1902,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (N.  D. 
Cahf.)  against  the  Federal  Salt  Company  and  others  engaged  in  the 
salt  industry,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  eliminate  com- 
petition in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  SALT  in  the  western  states  by 
maintaining  uniform  rules  and  regulations  and  rates  and  prices  for  the 
l^^f  ^L^^^^-  ^  temporary  injunction  was  granted  the  same  day  (1  D. 
&  J.  67),  and  this  was  followed  by  an  injunction  pendente  lite  on  No- 
vember 10,  1902  (1  D.  &  J.  70).  On  July  3,  1914,  a  decree  was  entered 
on  motion  of  the  Government,  dismissing  the  suit  with  prejudice  as  to 
certain  defendants,  and  taking  the  complaint  pro  confesso  against  cer- 
tain other  defendants. 

22.  United  States  v.  Federal  Salt  Co.,  Cr.  4088 :  Indictment  under 
/xf  ^"^"^^'^  ^ct  returned  February  28.  1903,  in  the  District  Court 
(N. p.  Cahf.)  against  the  Federal  Salt  Company,  charging  a  monopoly 
in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  SALT  in  western  states  by  means  of 
agreements  which  eliminated  competition  and  permitted  the  fixing  and 
enhancing  of  prices.  The  defendant  pleaded  guilty  and  a  fine  of  $1,000 
was  imposed  on  May  14,  1903  (1  D.  &  J.  685). 

23.  United  States  v.  Baker  &  Holmes  Co.,  Eq.  246-J:    Petition 
/c^?[  ^i^^  Sherman  Act  filed  September  12,  1903,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(b.  D.  Fla.)  to  dissolve  a  combination  of  WHOLESALE  GROCERS 
On  November  1,  1907,  the  petition  was  dismissed  (1  D.  &  J.  73). 

24.  United  States  v.  General  Paper  Co.,  Civil  813 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  27,  1904,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (Minn.) 
against  the  General  Paper  Company  and  twenty-three  corporations 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  PAPER,  alleging  that  the 
General  Paper  Company  was  formed  for  the  purpose  of  acting  as  the 
exclusive  selling  agent  for  the  other  corporations,  with  power  to  con- 
trol the  output  of  each  corporation  and  to  fix  prices  and  terms  and 
conditions  of  sale.  A  decree  declaring  the  combination  illegal  and 
perpetually  enjoining  its  further  operation  was  entered  Tune  16  1906 
(1  D.  &  J.  75).  -^ 

25.  United  States  v.  Armour  &  Co..  Cr.  3626 :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  1,  1905,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
111.)  against  Armour  &  Company  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  MEATS. 
A  number  of  preliminary  objections  were  made  and  all  were  disposed 
of  in  favor  of  the  government,  except  certain  special  pleas  of  immunitv 
based  upon  the  fact  that  the  information  upon  which  the  defendants 
were  indicted  had  been  given  by  them  to  the  Bureau  of  Corporations 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  Labor.  On  March  21,  1906,  these 
special  pleas  were  sustained  as  to  the  individual  defendants  but  were 
overruled  with  respect  to  the  corporations  (142  Fed.  808,  2  F.  A.  D. 
951).   A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  February  25,  1913  (1  D.  &  J. 
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26.  United  States  v.  Metropolitan  Meat  Co.,  Civil  44:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  in  October  1905,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (Ha- 
waii) against  the  Metropolitan  Meat  Company  and  others,  alleging  a 
combination  of  producers  and  dealers  to  fix  the  prices  of  BEEF.  After 
demurrers  to  the  petition  had  been  overruled  on  October  2,  1906  (3 
Dist.  of  Hawaii  110),  the  case  was  discontinued  on  September  27.  1917 
(ID.  &  J.  81). 

27.  United  States  v.  Nome  Retail  Grocerymen's  Ass'n,  Civil  1449 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  4,  1905,  in  the  District 
Court  (Alaska)  against  members  of  the  Nome  Retail  Grocerymen's 
Association,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  the  retail  prices  of  GRO- 
CERIES. On  December  7,  1905,  a  preliminary  injunction  was  entered 
(1  D.  &  J.  83).  A  decree  declaring  the  conspiracy  to  be  illegal,  per- 
petually enjoining  its  further  operation,  and  dissolving  the  Association 
was  entered  February  8,  1906  (1  D.  &  J.  86). 

28.  United  States  v.  Terminal  R.  R.  Ass'n,  Eq.  5250:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  1,  1905,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(E.  D.  Mo.)  against  the  Terminal  Railroad  Association  of  St.  Louis, 
an  association  composed  of  certain  of  the  TRANSPORTATION  com- 
panies serving  St.  Louis,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
unify  and  control  TERMINAL  FACILITIES,  to  exclude  carriers  who 
were  not  members  of  the  Association  from  using  these  facilities,  and 
to  fix  RATES.  The  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the  petition  without  opin- 
ion on  June  6,  1910  (1  D.  &  J.  89).  The  Supreme  Court,  on  April  22, 
1912,  reversed  the  decree  of  dismissal  and  directed  that  a  decree  be 
entered  in  conformity  with  its  opinion  (224  U.  S.  383,  4  F.  A.  D.  473). 

An  interlocutory  decree  on  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  was 
entered  on  June  11,  1912.  A  second  interlocutory  decree  on  mandate 
of  the  Supreme  Court  was  entered  June  16,  1913. 

A  decree  providing  for  the  reformation  of  the  contract  of  the  Associa- 
tion by  the  elimination  of  certain  rules  was  entered  March  2,  1914  (1  D. 
&  J.  96).  The  Supreme  Court  on  February  23,  1915,  directed  a  modifi- 
cation of  the  decree  (236  U.  S.  194,  4  F.  A.  D.  512)  (1  D.  &  J.  103). 
In  Ex  Parte  United  States,  226  U.  S.  420,  the  Supreme  Court  construed 
the  Expedition  Act  of  1903  in  the  light  of  the  Judicial  Code  of  1911 
which  had  been  adopted  while  the  case  was  pending.  On  February  7, 
1917,  the  District  Court  modified  the  decree  of  January  29,  1914,  in 
accordance  with  the  direction  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

On  August  12,  1920,  the  railroads  entering  St.  Louis  from  the  west 
filed  a  petition  and  motion  to  have  the  Terminal  Association  adjudged 
guilty  of  contempt  of  court  for  violating  the  decree.  The  Court  granted 
the  petition,  finding  that  the  defendant  companies  had  continuously 
violated  the  terms  of  the  final  order ;  commanded  them  to  cease  such 
violation  within  60  days;  and  ordered  a  refund  of  certain  transfer 
charges.  On  appeal  under  the  Expedition  Act,  the  Supreme  Court  on 
October  13,  1924,  reversed  this  decree  holding  that  the  original  decree 
did  not  purport  to  regulate  rates  or  their  division  or  to  fix  liability  for 
transfer  charges,  and  that  such  matters  are  to  be  determined  by  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  (266  U.  S.  17).  A  final  decree  was 
entered  by  the  District  Court  on  June  1,  1925,  in  accordance  with  this 
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opinion.  On  February  8,  1932,  a  decree  was  entered  finding  the 
Terminal  Railroad  Association  guilty  of  contempt  of  court. 

29.  United  States  v.  Allen  &  Robinson,  Ltd.,  Civil  43 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  in  October  1905,  in  the  District  Court 
(Hawaii)  against  certain  wholesale  lumber  dealers  operating  and  con- 
trolling 90  per  cent  of  the  LUMBER  business  in  Hawaii,  alleging  a 
combination  and  conspiracy  to  eliminate  competition  and  to  fix  prices. 
On  March  30,  1911,  the  District  Court  held  that  the  petition  should  be 
dismissed  (3  Dist.  of  Hawaii  667),  and  on  December  16,  1915,  a  decree 
of  dismissal  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  105). 

30.  United  States  v.  Otis  Elevator  Co.,  Equity  13884 :  Petition  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  and  under  the  antitrust  provisions  of  the  Wilson 
Tariff  Act  filed  March  7,  1906,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.) 
against  the  Otis  Elevator  Company  and  other  manufacturers  of  ELE- 
VATORS, ELEVATOR  MACHINERY  and  appliances,  alleging  a 
combination  to  eliminate  competition.  A  consent  decree  perpetually 
enjoining  the  combination  was  entered  on  June  1,  1906  (1  D.  &  J.  107). 

31.  United  States  v.  Amsden  Lumber  Co.,  Cr.  68,  69,  70  and  71 : 
Indictments  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  4  and  December  8, 

1906,  in  the  District  Court  (Territory  of  Oklahoma)  against  the  Ams- 
den Lumber  Company  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrict 
competition  to  fix  prices  in  the  sale  of  LUMBER.    On  September  25, 

1907,  the  defendants  pleaded  guilty  to  one  of  the  indictments  and  fines 
2^o&regating  $2,000  were  imposed.  The  other  three  indictments,  which 
were  different  statements  of  the  same  offense,  were  dismissed  (1  D. 
&  J.  693). 

32.  United  States  v.  Nat'l  Ass'n  of  Retail  Druggists,  Eq.  10,593 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  9,  1906,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(Ind.)  against  the  National  Association  of  Retail  Druggists  and  its 
members,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  control  the  mar- 
keting of  DRUGS  and  proprietary  medicines  by  fixing  prices  and  by 
blacklisting  price-cutters,  etc.  On  May  9,  1907,  a  decree  w^as  entered 
perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  (1  D. 
&J.  115). 

33.  United  States  v.  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.,  Cr.  963: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  25,  1906,  in  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  (M.  D.  Tenn.)  against  the  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical 
Company  and  about  60  others,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  in  FERTILIZERS.  The  indictment  was  quashed 
on  July  3,  1908,  as  to  certain  defendants  who  filed  pleas  in  abatement 
(163  Fed.  66,  3  F.  A.  D.  395),  and  was  dismissed  on  September  23,  1908, 
as  to  the  remaining  defendants  at  the  instance  of  the  gfovernment  (1  d' 
&J.  689). 

34.  United  States  v.  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Co.:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  18,  1906,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Company  and  others, 
producers  of  about  85  per  cent  of  the  LICORICE  PASTE  manufac- 
tured and  sold  in  the  United  States,  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  competition  by  fixing  prices,  limiting  production. 
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and  apportioning  customers.  In  December  1906,  demurrers  to  the  in- 
dictment were  overruled  (149  Fed.  823,  3  F.  A.  D.  81).  The  individual 
defendants  were  found  not  guilty  and  the  two  corporate  defendants 
were  found  guilty.  On  January  17,  1907,  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  was  denied  and  fines  aggregating  $18,000  were  imposed  (149 
Fed.  836,  3  F.  A.  D.  100)  (1  D.  &  J.  688).  A  writ  of  error  was  dis- 
missed by  the  Supreme  Court  on  January  15,  1909  (212  U.  S.  585). 

35.  United  States  v.  American  Ice  Co.,  Cr.  25236:  Indictment 
under  section  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  12,  1906,  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  (D.  C.)  against  the  American  Ice  Company  and 
others,  charging  an  agreement  to  control  prices  and  restrain  competi- 
tion in  the  sale  of  ICE  within  the  District  of  Columbia.  A  nolle  prose- 
qui was  entered  on  August  26,  1912  (1  D.  &  J.  692). 

36.  United  States  v.  Chandler  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Plant:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  September  19,  1906,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (Territory  of  Oklahoma)  against  the  Chandler  Ice  &  Cold 
Storage  Plant  and  others,  charging  a  combination  to  apportion  terri- 
tory in  the  sale  of  ICE.  The  case  was  not  brought  to  trial  prior  to  the 
admission  of  Oklahoma  into  the  Union  and  was,  therefore,  dismissed 
because  of  the  decision  in  Moore  v.  United  States  (85  Fed.  465  1 
F.  A.  D.  815),  No.  12  (1  D.  &  J.  694). 

37.  -United  States  v.  Alfred  M.  Gloyd:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  September  21,  1906,  in  the  District  Court  (Ter- 
ritory of  Oklahoma)  against  Gloyd  and  others,  charging  a  combination 
to  fix  prices  and  restrict  competition  in  the  sale  of  LUMBER.  This 
case  was  not  brought  to  trial  prior  to  the  admission  of  Oklahoma  into 
the  Union  and  was,  therefore,  dismissed  because  of  the  decision  in 
Moore  v.  United  States  (85  Fed.  465,  1  F.  A.  D.  815),  No.  12  (1  D. 
&  J.  695).  ^ 

38.  United  States  v.  People's  Ice  &  Fuel  Co.,  Cr.  C-683 :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  23,  1906,  in  the  District 
Court  (Territory  of  Arizona)  against  the  People's  Ice  &  Fuel  Company 
and  W.  B.  Lount,  charging  a  combination  to  fix  prices  and  restrict 
competition  in  the  sale  of  ICE.  On  January  5,  1907,  a  motion  for  a 
directed  verdict  was  granted  and  the  corporation  was  found  not  guilty 
(1  D.  &  J.  697).  Lount  filed  a  plea  in  bar  which  was  sustained  on 
October  17,  1907,  and  the  case  against  him  was  dismissed  (1  D.  &  T 
698).  •'' 

39.  United  States  v.  DeMund  Lumber  Co.,  Cr.  684:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  23,  1906,  in  the  District  Court 
(Territory  of  Arizona)  against  the  DeMund  Lumber  Company  and 
others,  charging  a  combination  to  fix  prices  and  restrict  competition 
in  the  sale  of  LUMBER.  On  January  3,  1907,  and  May  9,  1907,  two 
corporate  defendants  were  found  not  guilty  by  a  directed  verdict  (ID. 
&  J.  701,  702),  and  on  December  15,  1906,  and  May  9,  1907,  after  pleas 
in  bar  were  filed,  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  the  other  defendants 
(1  D.  &  J.  700,703). 

40.  United  States  v.  Phoenix  Wholesale  Meat  &  Produce  Co.. 
Cr.  c-658:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  23^ 
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1906,  in  the  District  Court  (Territory  of  Arizona)  against  the  Phoenix 
Wholesale  Meat  &  Produce  Company  and  others,  charging  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  to  fix  prices  and  restrict  competition  in  the  sale 
of  MEATS.  On  January  8,  1907,  the  indictment  against  Hurley,  who 
had  been  a  government  witness,  was  dismissed  (1  D.  &  J.  704).  The 
next  day  the  corporate  defendant  was  found  not  guilty  and  the  defend- 
ant Tribolet  was  found  guilty  (1  D.  &  J.  704)  and  fined  $1,000  (1  D. 
&  J.  705).  On  March  27,  1908,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory 
affirmed  the  conviction  (sub  nom.  Tribolet  v.  United  States,  95  Pac. 
85,  3  F.  A.  D.  316). 

4L  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  N.  J.,  Eq.  5371 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  15,  1906,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(E.  p.  Mo.)  against  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  Jersey,  its 
subsidiary  corporations  and  several  individuals,  alleging  that  the  de- 
fendants, who  produced  30  per  cent  of  the  CRUDE  OIL  and  con- 
trolled more  than  75  per  cent  of  the  purchasing,  refining,  transporting, 
and  selling  of  PETROLEUM  and  its  products  in  the  United  States, 
had  combined  and  conspired  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
commerce  by  the  purchase  and  control  of  competing  oil  companies, 
by  securing  rebates  and  preferences  from  railroads,  by  controlling  pipe 
lines,  by  contracting  with  competitors  in  restraint  of  trade,  by  local 
price  cutting,  by  espionage,  by  operating  bogus  independent  com- 
panies, by  eliminating  competition  between  subsidiary  corporations, 
and  by  other  unfair  practices.  On  March  7,  1907,  a  motion  to  quash 
the  service  of  subpoenas  on  non-resident  defendants  was  denied  (152 
Fed.  290,  3  F.  A.  D.  173).  The  combination  was  declared  illegal  and 
ordered  dissolved  on  November  20,  1909  (173  Fed.  177,  3  F.  A.  D.  696) 
(1  D.  &  J.  129).  This  decree,  with  minor  modifications,  was  affirmed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  May  15,  1911  (221  U.  S.  1,  4  F.  A.  D.  79), 
and  a  final  decree  was  entered  on  its  mandate  July  29,  1911  (1  D. 
&  J.  136). 

A  supplemental  petition  was  filed  March  24,  1930,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Mo.),  Eq.  5371,  against  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of 
New  Jersey,  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  York,  and  the  Vacuum 
Oil  Company,  asking  for  an  injunction  against  the  merger  of  the 
Standard  Oil  Company  of  New  York  and  the  Vacuum  Oil  Company 
on  the  ground  that  the  proposed  merger  violated  the  final  decree 
entered  on  July  29,  1911.  On  February  7,  1931,  the  District  Court 
found  no  violation  of  the  decree  (47  F.  (2d)  288,  12  F.  A.  D.  740), 
and  on  April  4,  1931,  a  decree  was  entered  dismissing  the  supplemental 
petition. 

42.  United  States  v.  T.  H.  Hogg:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  December  8,  1906,  in  the  District  Court  (Territory  of 
Oklahoma),  against  Hogg  and  others,  charging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  the  sale  of  LUMBER. 
The  case  was  not  brought  to  trial  prior  to  the  admission  of  Oklahoma 
into  the  Union  and  was  therefore  dismissed  because  of  the  decision 
in  Moore  v.  United  States  (85  Fed.  465,  1  F.  A.  D.  815).  No.  12 
(1  D.  &  J.  696). 

43.  United  States  v.  Atlantic  Investment  Co.,  Cr.  478 :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  11,  1907,  in  the  District 
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Court  (S,  D.  Ga.),  against  the  Atlantic  Investment  Company,  five 
other  corporations  in  which  it  was  the  majority  stockholder,  two 
European  corporations,  and  their  officers,  charging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  TUR- 
PENTINE and  NAVAL  STORES.  On  February  18,  1907,  four  cor- 
porate and  two  individual  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggre- 
gating $30,000  were  imposed  (1  D.  &  J.  707,  708). 

44.  United  States  v.  American  Seating  Co.,  Cr.  3796  and  3797 : 
Indictments  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  12,  1907,  in  the 
Circuit  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  American  Seating  Company 
and  eight  other  companies  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
CHURCH  AND  SCHOOL  FURNITURE,  charging  a  conspiracy 
to  fix  prices  and  to  restrain  competition.  Eight  corporate  defendants 
pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $47,500  were  imposed  on  May 
20,  1907  (1  D.  &  J.  709,  710).  A  demurrer  filed  by  the  remaining  cor- 
porate defendant  was  overruled  and  a  plea  of  not  guilty  was  entered. 
On  January  27,  1913,  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  this  defendant 
(1  D.  &  J.  710,  712). 

45.  United  States  v.  American  Seating  Co.,  Civil  28604  and  28605 : 
Petitions  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  12,  1907,  in  the  Circuit 
Court,  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  American  Seating  Company,  eight  other 
companies  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  CHURCH  AND 
SCHOOL  FURNITURE,  and  24  individual  defendants,  alleging  a 
conspiracy  to  fix  prices  and  to  restrain  competition.  A  consent  decree 
declaring  the  conspiracy  illegal  and  enjoining  its  further  operation  was 
entered  on  August  5,  1907  (1  D.  &  J.  145,  147).  The  petition  was  dis- 
missed on  January  27,  1913,  as  against  the  Stafford  Manufacturing 
Company  and  three  of  its  officers.    (See  No.  50.) 

46.  United  States  v.  Santa  Rita  Store  Co.  and  Santa  Rita  Mining 
Co.,  Cr.  1356 :    Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  6, 

1906,  in  the  District  Court  (Territory  of  N.  M.)  against  the  defendant 
companies,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  coerce  and  compel  the  employees 
of  the  Santa  Rita  Mining  Company  to  purchase  supplies  exclusively 
from  the  store  operated  by  that  company.    Trial  commenced  April  8, 

1907,  and  on  April  13,  1907,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty.  After 
motions  for  a  new  trial  and  arrest  of  judgment  had  been  overruled,  a 
fine  of  $1 ,000  was  imposed  on  each  defendant  on  April  1 5, 1907  ( 1  D.  &  J. 
713).  On  January  26, 1911,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Territory  reversed 
the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  (16  N.  M.  3,  113  Pac.  620),  and  the 
case  was  subsequently  dismissed  (1  D.  &  J.  714). 

47.  United  States  v.  Reading  Company,  Equity  27 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  12,  1907,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (E.  D.  Penn.) 
against  the  Reading  Company  and  other  railroad  companies,  which 
together  owned  90  per  cent  of  the  coal  deposits  in  the  Pennsylvania 
anthracite  fields,  produced  75  per  cent  of  the  annual  anthracite  supply, 
and  controlled  all  the  means  of  transporting  coal  from  the  fields  to  the 
market,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  control  the  production,  transportation, 
sale,  and  prices  of  ANTHRACITE  COAL  by  preventing  the  construc- 
tion of  a  new  competing  railroad  to  serve  the  independent  producers, 
and  by  entering  into  contracts  with  the  independent  producers  for  the 
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sale  of  their  entire  production  at  65  per  cent  of  the  average  market  price. 
On  December  8,  1910,  the  Circuit  Court  found  that  the  companies  had 
combined  to  prevent  the  construction  of  the  competing  railroad  to  serve 
the  independent  producers  by  purchasing  large  coal  properties  from 
owners  who  pledged  their  tonnage  to  the  proposed  road,  but  the  Court 
dismissed  the  portions  of  the  complaint  relating  to  the  65  per  cent 
contracts  and  to  the  control  of  production  by  general  agreement  (183 
Fed.  427,  3  F.  A.  D.  866)  (1  D.  &  J.  151).  Cross-appeals  were  taken 
to  the  Supreme  Court  where,  on  December  16,  1912,  the  decree  was 
affirmed  except  as  to  the  65  per  cent  contracts  which  were  directed  to 
be  cancelled  (226  U.  S.  324,  4  F.  A.  D.  694).  The  question  thereafter 
arose  as  to  whether  certain  contracts  were  similar  to  the  65  per  cent 
contracts  and  should  be  cancelled.  The  Supreme  Court,  on  April  7, 
1913,  remanded  the  case  to  the  District  Court  with  directions  to  hear 
and  determine  the  merits  and  enter  an  appropriate  decree  (228  U.  S.  158, 
4  F.  A.  D.  739).  The  District  Court,  after  hearing,  dismissed  the 
original  petition  as  to  these  contracts  on  January  29,  1914  (1  D.  &  J.  155). 

48.  United  States  v.  National  Umbrella  Frame  Co.,  Cr.  25 :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  1, 1907,  in  the  District  Court 
(E.  D.  Penn.)  against  the  National  Umbrella  Frame  Company  and 
others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  UMBRELLA  MATERIAL.  The  defendants 
pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $3,000  were  imposed  on  July  9, 
1910  (1  D.  &  J.  715),  5  defendants  being  dismissed. 

49.  United  States  v.  American  Tobacco  Co.,  Equity  1-216:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  10,  1907,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(S.  p.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Tobacco  Company,  certain  other  do- 
mestic and  foreign  companies,  and  several  individual  defendants,  alleging 
that  the  American  Tobacco  Company  had  obtained  a  virtual  monopoly  of 
every  phase  of  the  TOBACCO  business  by  buying  out  competitors,  by  ob- 
taining stock  control  of  other  competitors,  and  by  eliminating  competition 
through  unlawful  trade  practices,  such  as  local  and  discriminatory  price 
cutting.  On  November  7, 1908,  the  Circuit  Court  dismissed  the  petition 
as  to  certain  defendants  and  held  the  combination  illegal  as  to  the 
remaining  defendants  (164  Fed.  700,  3  F.  A.  D.  427)  (1  D.  &  J.  157),  and 
on  December  15,  1908,  a  decree  enjoining  its  further  operation  was 
entered  (164  Fed.  1024,  3  F.  A.  D.  468)  (1  D.  &  J.  162).  This  decree 
was  reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  May  29,  1911,  and  the  case  was 
remanded  to  the  Circuit  Court  with  directions  to  enter  a  broader  decree 
enjoining  all  defendants  and  dissolving  the  combination  in  its  entirety 
(221  U.  S.  106,  4  F.  A.  D.  168).  A  decree  on  mandate  of  the  Supreme 
Court  was  entered  on  August  3,  1911.  A  final  decree  on  the  mandate 
of  the  Supreme  Court  based  upon  the  plan  of  dissolution  and  reorgan- 
ization agreed  upon  by  the  parties  and  the  Circuit  Court,  completely 
dissolving  the  combination  was  entered  on  November  16,  1911  (191 
Fed.  371,  4  F.  A.  D.  264)  (1  D.  &  J.  165). 

50.  United  States  v.  Stafford  Mfg.  Co.,  Cr.  3844  and  3845 :  Indict- 
ments under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  10,  1907,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Stafford  Manufacturing  Company  and 
others  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  CHURCH  AND  SCHOOL 
FURNITURE,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  prices  and  to  restrain  com- 
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petition.    On  January  3,  1912,  the  indictment  was  dismissed  at  the 
instance  of  the  government  (1  D.  &  J.  716).    (See  No.  45.) 

51.     United  States  v.  Du  Pont  de  Nemours  &  Co.,  Eq.  280:    Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  30,  1907,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(Del.)  against  Du  Pont  de  Nemours  &  Company,  several  powder  com- 
panies, and  their  officers,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  acquired  a 
virtual  monopoly  of  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  GUNPOWDER  and 
other  EXPLOSIVES  by  acquiring  the  stock  of,  and  in  some  cases 
dissolving,  competing  corporations.    On  June  21, 1911,  the  combination 
was  declared  illegal  (188  Fed.  127,  4  F.  A.  D.  339),  and  an  interlocutory 
decree  ordering  the  dissolution  of  the  combination  was  entered  the 
same  day  (188  Fed.  127,  155,  4  F.  A.  D.  339,  380)  (1  D.  &  J.  193).    A 
hnal  decree  carrying  into  effect  a  plan  of  dissolution  and  reorganiza- 
tion presented  by  the  parties  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  inter- 
locutory decree  was  entered  on  June  13,  1912  (1  D.  &  J.  195).     On 
February  18,  1913,  a  supplemental  decree  was  entered  approving  the 
dissolution  and  reorganization  pursuant  to  the  final  decree  and  extend- 
ing the  final  decree  to  two  new  companies  formed  by  the  reorganization 
(1  D.  &  J.  205).  On  May  4,  1921,  the  District  Court  modified  the  decree 
to  permit  the  Hercules  Powder  Company  to  acquire  the  physical  prop- 
erties and  other  assets  of  the  Aetna  Explosives  Company,  Inc.  (273 
Fed.  869,  9  F.  A.  D.  267). 

52.  United  States  v.  One  Hundred  and  Seventy-Five  Cases  of 
Cigarettes,  Cr.  9506-02:  Information  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
October  28,  1907,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Va.)  covering  the  seizure 
of  175  cases  of  CIGARETTES.  The  cigarettes  were  released  under 
bond  to  the  British-American  Tobacco  Company,  Ltd.,  the  claimant. 
A  decree  dismissing  the  information  was  entered  on  January  31.  1913 
(ID.  &  J.  717).  "^ 

53.  United  States  v.  Corbctt  Stationery  Co.,  Cr.  c-1925:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  1,  1907,  in  the  District 
Court  (Ariz.)  against  the  Corbett  Stationery  Company  and  others, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  the  prices  of  OFFICE  SUPPLIES.  A 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained  and  the  defendants  were 
bound  over  to  the  next  grand  jury  which  re-indicted  them.  On  Novem- 
ber 6, 1908,  the  defendants  were  found  not  guilty  (1  D.  &  J.  718). 

54.  United  States  v.  Union  Pacific  Coal  Co.,  Cr.  2104:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  20,  1907,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (Utah)  against  the  Union  Pacific  Coal  Company,  the  Union 
Pacific  Railroad  Company,  and  others,  charging  an  agreement  between 
the  Union  Pacific  Coal  Company  and  certain  railroads  and  their  agents 
to  refuse  to  sell  or  to  transport  COAL  to  a  retailer  who  was  selling  coal 
at  lower  prices  than  those  then  prevailing  in  Salt  Lake  City.  The 
defendants  were  found  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $13,000  were  im- 
posed on  March  29,  1909  (1  D.  &  J.  720).  On  November  19,  1909,  the 
convictions  were  reversed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Cir- 
cuit (173  Fed.  737,  3  F.  A.  D.  731),  and  on  March  21,  1910,  the  case  was 
dismissed  (1  D.&  J.  721). 

55.  United  States  v.  Charles  L.  Simmons,  Cr.  3245 :    Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  20,  1908,  in  the  District  Court 
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(S.  D.  Ala.)  against  Simmons  and  others,  charging  a  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  PLUMBERS'  SUP- 
PLIES. The  defendants  pleaded  guilty,  and  fines  aggregating  $265 
were  imposed  on  December  1, 1910  (1  D.  &  J.  722). 

56.  United  States  v.  Union  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  Eq.  2136 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  1,  1908,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(Utah)  against  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  and  others,  alleging 
that  the  purchase  by  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  of  a  con- 
trolling stock  interest  in  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  created  a  com- 
bination in  restraint  of  trade.  On  June  24,  1911,  the  petition  was  dismissed 
because  of  the  absence  of  substantial  competition  between  the  RAIL- 
ROADS (188  Fed.  102,  4  F.  A.  D.  303),  and  a  decree  of  dismissal  was 
entered  the  same  day  (1  D.  &  J.  207).  The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the 
decree  on  December  2,  1912  (226  U.  S.  61, 4  F.  A.  D.  652).  Upon  motion 
for  construction  of  its  mandate,  the  Supreme  Court,  on  January  6,  1913, 
held  that  a  transfer  of  Southern  Pacific  Company  stock  to  the  stock- 
holders of  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company  would  not  end  the  com- 
bination so  as  to  comply  with  the  decree  (226  U.  S.  470, 4  F.  A.  D.  687). 
A  decree  on  the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  entered  on  January 
12,  1913.  A  final  decree  on  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  was 
entered  on  June  30,  1913,  dissolving  the  combination  in  accordance 
with  the  plan  of  dissolution  and  reoreanization  agreed  upon  by  the 
parties  and  the  Circuit  Court  (1  D.  &  J.  217).  At  the  request  of  the 
Trustee,  the  Court  on  February  5,  1921,  issued  instructions  as  to  the 
carrying  out  of  the  decree  of  June  30,  1913. 

57.  United  States  v.  E.  J.  Ray,  Cr.  2553 :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  February  14,  1908,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (E.  D.  La.) 
against  Ray  and  others,  including  the  members  and  officers  of  a  certain 
union,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  foreign  trade  by  refusing  to 
COAL  AND  LOAD  A  SHIP  operating  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Republic  of  Honduras.  On  January  24,  1911,  three  of  the  defendants 
were  found  guilty,  fines  aggregating'$110  were  imposed,  and  the  remain- 
ing defendants  were  found  not  guilty  (1  D.  &  J.  723,  725).  The  con- 
viction was  sustained  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Fifth  Circuit 
(1  D.  &J.  727)  on  Jan.  31,  1911. 

58.  United  States  v.  E.  J.  Ray,  Cr.  2554 :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  February  15,  1908,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (E.  D.  La.) 
against  Ray  and  others,  including  the  members  and  officers  of  a  certain 
union,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  under  cir- 
cumstances similar  to  those  presented  in  the  preceding  case.  On  Janu- 
ary 24, 1911,  the  defendants  were  found  not  guilty  (1  D.  &  J.  723). 

59.  United  States  v.  Joseph  Stiefvater,  Cr.  2555:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  15, 1908,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(E.  D.  La.)  against  Stiefvater  and  others,  charging  a  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  PLUMBERS'  SUP- 
PLIES. On  June  25, 1910,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  728) 
on  motion  of  the  government. 

60.  United  States  v.  American  Naval  Stores  Co.,  Cr.  607  (Circuit 
No.  Cr.  346):  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  11, 
1908,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  Ga.)  against  the  American  Naval 
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Stores  Company,  the  National  Transportation  and  Terminal  Company, 
and  their  officers,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  TURPENTINE  and  NAVAL  STORES  by 
eliminating  competition  through  certain  unfair  and  illegal  practices. 
On  April  17, 1909,  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled  as  to  two 
counts  (186  Fed.  592,  4  F.  A.  D.  48).  Five  individual  defendants  were 
found  guilty  May  10,  1909  (1  D.  &  J.  729).  Their  conviction  was  sus- 
tained on  November  29,  1910,  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Fifth 
Circuit  (186  Fed.  489,  5  F.  A.  D.  234,  note;  sub  nom.  Nash  v.  United 
States.)  On  June  9,  1913,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  conviction 
for  errors  in  the  court's  charge  to  the  jury  (reported  in  172  Fed.  455, 
3  F.  A.  D.  679)  (229  U.  S.  373,  5  F.  A.  D.  234).  The  second  trial  resulted 
m  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  on  June  1,  1914  (1  D.  &  J.  732). 

61.  United  States  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  R.  R.  Co., 
Eq.  483 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  22,  1908,  in  the 
Circuit  Court  (Mass.)  against  the  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford 
Railroad  (Tompany  and  others,  charging  that  the  New  Haven  Railroad 
had  combined  under  common  control  the  steam  and  electric  RAIL- 
WAY SYSTEMS  in  New  England.  The  case  was  discontinued  on 
June  26, 1909  (1  D.  &  J.  239).    (See  No.  158.) 

62.  United  States  v.  John  H.  Parks :  Indictment  under  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  June  16,  1908,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Parks  and  others  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
PAPER,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  fix  prices.  The 
defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $54,000  were  imposed 
on  various  dates  from  June  22, 1908  to  November  10,  1909  ( 1  D.  &  J.  733). 

63.  United  States  v.  Allen  Bros.  Co.,  Equity  4-49 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  16,  1909,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  the  Allen  Brothers  Company  and  a  number  of  other  paper  manufac- 
turers, alleging  a  combination  to  eliminate  competition  in  the  manufacture, 
sale,  shipment,  and  distribution  of  FIBRE,  MANILA,  and  other  PAPERS. 
The  combination  was  declared  illegal,  its  further  operation  was  enjoined, 
and  a  decree  dissolving  it  was  entered  on  May  10,  1909. 

64.  United  States  v.  American  Sugar  Refining  Co. :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  1,  1909,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company  and  others, 
charging  that  they  had  prevented  the  Pennsylvania  Refining  Company 
from  engaging  in  the  SUGAR  business  by  secretly  obtaining  stock  con- 
trol of  the  Pennsylvania  Company  and  voting  that  it  discontinue  busi- 
ness. The  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  interposed  by  defendants 
Kissel  and  Harned  was  sustained  by  the  Circuit  Court  on  October  26 
1909  (173  Fed.  823, 3  F.  A.  D.  744),  and  overruled  by  the  Supreme  Court 
on  December  12, 1910  (218  U.  S.  601, 3  F.  A.  D.  816).  The  trial  resulted 
m  a  disagreement  by  the  jury  and  on  December  5, 1912,  a  nolle  prosequi 
was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  735). 

65.  United  States  v.  Albia  Box  &  Paper  Co. :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  7,  1909,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Albia  Box  &  Paper  Company  and  others, 
charging  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  in  PAPER  BOARD. 
Thirty-three  defendants  pleaded  guilty,  fines  aggregating  $63,000  were 


imposed,  and  nolle  prosequis  were  entered  as  to  the  remaining  defend- 
ants between  February  7  and  December  21, 1910  (1  D.  &  J.  736). 

66.  United  States  v.  John  S.  Steers,  Cr.  2658:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  17,  1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(E.  D.  Ky.)  against  Steers  and  other  raisers  of  tobacco,  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  prevent,  by  threats  and  intimidation,  a  certain  tobacco 
farmer  from  shipping  his  tobacco  in  interstate  commerce  for  the  pur- 
pose of  keeping  TOBACCO  from  the  market  until  prices  should  be 
raised.  Eight  of  the  twelve  defendants  were  found  guilty  and  fines 
aggregating  $3,500  were  imposed  April  16,  1910  (1  D.  &  J.  739-744). 
The  convictions  were  affirmed  on  December  5, 1911,  by  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit  (192  Fed.  1, 4  F.  A.  D.  427).  On  May  11, 1912, 
sentences  were  remitted  by  the  President  upon  the  payment  of  costs 
(1  D.  &  J.  745). 

67.  United  States  v.  Imperial  Window  Glass  Co.,  Cr.  17 :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  7,  1910,  in  the  District 
Court  (W.  p.  Penn.)  against  the  Imperial  Window  Glass  Company  and 
fifteen  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  enhance 
the  price  of  WINDOW  GLASS.  Demurrers  to  the  indictment  were 
overruled,  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  were  entered,  and  fines  aggregating 
$10,000  were  imposed  on  November  10,  1910  (1  D.  &  J.  748). 

68.  United  States  v.  National  Packing  Co.,  Cr.  4384 :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  21,  1910,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  the  National  Packing  Company  and  others,  charg- 
ing a  combination  to  restrain  trade  in  fresh  MEATS.  On  June  23,  1910, 
a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained  (1  D.  &  J.  749). 

69.  United  States  v.  National  Packing  Co.,  Civil  29,953 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  21,  1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  the  National  Packing  Company  and  others,  alleging 
a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  in  fresh  MEATS.  On  December 
27,  1910,  the  case  was  dismissed  without  prejudice  in  order  to  facilitate 
the  criminal  prosecution  against  the  same  defendants  (1  D.  &  J.  241). 

70.  United  States  v.  Cudahy  Packing  Co.,  Cr.  520:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  30,  1910,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  Ga.)  against  the  Cudahy  Packing  Company  and  others,  charg- 
ing a  conspiracy  of  meat  packers  to  control  prices  and  restrain  competi- 
tion in  the  sale  of  MEATS.  After  a  demurrer  was  sustained  as  to  the 
second  count  of  the  indictment,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  March 
9,1915(1D.&J.750). 

71.  United  States  v.  Missouri  Pacific  Ry.  Co.,  Eq.  5839 ;  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  31,  1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (E.  D. 
Mo.)  against  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Company  and  24  other  rail- 
roads, alleging  that  the  defendants  had  by  agreement  filed  a  tariff  with 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  advancing  the  FREIGHT  RATES 
in  certain  western  territory.  On  the  same  day  a  temporary  injunction 
was  granted  (1  D.  &  J.  243).  The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
subsequently  enjoined  the  rate  advances  which  the  temporary  injunc- 
tion had  prevented  from  going  into  effect,  and  on  June  27,  1910  the 
petition  was  dismissed  (1  D.  &  J.  245)  on  motion  of  the  government 
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72.  United  States  v.  Southern  Wholesale  Grocers*  Ass'n,  Eq.  205 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  9,  1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(N.  D.  Ala.)  against  the  Southern  Wholesale  Grocers'  Association  and 
others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  of  wholesale  grocers  to  fix  resale  prices 
of  GROCERIES  and  to  boycott  manufacturers  and  producers  who  sold 
to  non-members  of  the  Association  and  to  wholesalers  and  jobbers  who 
did  not  maintain  the  fixed  prices.  On  October  17,  1911,  a  consent 
decree  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination 
was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  247).  On  February  10,  1913,  a  petition  was  filed 
for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment  for  criminal  contempt  of 
court  for  an  alleged  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  consent  decree  should 
not  issue.  The  Association  and  three  individual  members  were  found 
guilty  of  contempt  of  court  on  August  4,  1913  (207  Fed.  434,  5  F.  A.  D. 
312),  and  fines  aggregating  $5,500  were  imposed  (1  D.  &  J.  802). 

73.  United  States  v.  Great  Lakes  Towing  Company,  Equity  72: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  19, 1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(N.  D.  Ohio)  against  the  Great  Lakes  Towing  Company  and  others, 
alleging  that  they  had  acquired  a  virtual  monopoly  of  the  TOWING 
business  in  the  14  principal  harbors  of  the  Great  Lakes  by  acquisition 
of  competitors  and  by  the  use  of  unfair  practices.  On  February  11, 
1913,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  and  its  further  operation  was 
enjoined,  pending  the  approval  of  a  plan  that  would  eliminate  the 
offending  practices  (208  Fed.  733,  5  F.  A.  D.  347 ;  217  Fed.  656,  5  F.  A.  D. 
368).  A  final  decree  was  entered  on  February  13,  1915,  perpetually 
enjoining  the  defendants  in  accordance  with  a  plan  permitting  the  com- 
pany to  continue  the  business  under  stringent  injunctive  regulations 
(1  D.  &  J.  253).  An  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  by  the  government 
was  subsequently  dismissed  upon  its  own  motion  (245  U.  S.  675). 

74.  United  States  v.  Chicago  Butter  &  Egg  Board,  Civil  30042 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  13,  1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Chicago  Butter  &  Egg  Board,  its  officers  and 
members,  alleging  a  combination  to  fix  and  control  the  prices  of  BUTTER 
and  EGGS  throughout  a  large  section  of  the  United  States.  A  demurrer 
to  the  petition  was  sustained  with  leave  to  amend  and  an  amended  peti- 
tion was  filed.  The  combination  was  declared  illegal,  its  further  opera- 
tion was  enjoined,  and  on  October  12,  1914,  a  decree  was  entered 
perpetually  enjoining  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  259). 

75.  United  States  v.  James  A.  Patten:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  August  4, 1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Patten  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  corner  the  market 
in  COTTON.  On  March  23,  1911,  demurrers  to  the  indictment  were 
sustained  as  to  certain  counts  and  overruled  as  to  others  (187  Fed.  664, 
4  F.  A.  D.  274).  The  Supreme  Court,  on  January  6,  1913,  reversed  the 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  sustaining  demurrers  to  certain  counts  of 
the  indictment  (226  U.  S.  525,  4  F.  A.  D.  742).  On  February  11,  1913, 
Patten  pleaded  guilty  and  a  fine  of  $4,000  was  imposed.  A  nolle  prosequi 
was  entered  on  the  remaining  counts  as  to  Patten  and  also  on  all  counts 
as  to  the  four  other  defendants  (1  D.  &  J.  751).  Another  indictment  was 
returned  July  1,  1913.    (See  No.  146.) 

76.  United  States  v.  Standard  Sanitary  Mfg.  Co.,  Eq.  G-17 :  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  22,  1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court 


(Md.)  against  the  Standard  Sanitary  Manufacturing  Company  and 
other  manufacturers  of  BATHTUBS  and  other  ENAMELED  WARE, 
alleging  a  combination  created  by  a  patent-licensing  agreement  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  the  wholesale  and  retail  prices  of  enameled  ware.  On 
October  13,  1911,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  (191  Fed.  172, 
4  F.  A.  D.  395),  and  on  November  25,  1911,  a  decree  was  entered  enjoin- 
ing its  further  operation  (1  D.  &  J.  263).  The  Supreme  Court  affirmed 
the  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  on  November  18,  1912  (226  U.  S.  20, 
4F.A.  D.622). 

77.  United  States  v.  Louis  F.  Swift,  Cr.  4509:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  in  September  1910,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  Swift  and  others,  representing  companies  doing 
approximately  80  per  cent  of  the  meat-packing  business  in  the  United 
States,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  eliminate  competition  and  to  fix  prices 
by  refusing  to  bid  against  each  other  in  the  purchase  of  LIVESTOCK 
and  by  fixing  the  selling  price  of  dressed  MEAT,  etc.  Numerous  pleas 
in  bar  filed  by  the  defendants  were  denied  on  March  22,  1911  (186  Fed. 
1002,  4  F.  A.  D.  53).  The  demurrers  to  the  indictment  were  overruled 
(188  Fed.  92,  4  F.  A.  D.  288).  On  March  26,  1912,  defendants  were 
found  not  guilty  (1  D.  &  J.  752). 

78.  United  States  v.  John  Reardon  &  Sons  Co.,  Cr.  101 ;  595  and 
596:  Three  indictments  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  17, 
1910,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (Mass.)  against  John  Reardon  &  Sons  Com- 
pany, Consolidated  Rendering  Company,  and  others,  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  eliminate  competition  in  the  purchase  of  raw  materials 
used  in  the  business  of  manufacturing,  rendering  and  producing  TAL- 
LOW, OLEO  OIL,  OLEOSTERIN  AND  FERTILIZER.  On  June 
23,  1911,  demurrers  to  these  indictments  were  sustained  (191  Fed.  454), 
and  on  October  31,  1912,  two  new  indictments  were  returned  against 
substantially  the  same  defendants,  charging  them  with  monopolizing 
interstate  trade  in  rendering  materials.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered 
on  November  12,  1912,  as  to  the  individual  defendants;  the  corpora- 
tions pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $8,000  were  imposed 
December  1,  1913  (1  D.  &  J.  754). 

79.  United  States  v.  Standard  Sanitary  Mfg.  Co.,  Cr.  5163 :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  6,  1910,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  the  Standard  Sanitary  Manufacturing 
Company  and  other  manufacturers  of  enameled  ware,  charging  a  com- 
bination created  by  a  patent-licensing  agreement  for  the  purpose  of 
fixing  the  wholesale  and  retail  prices  of  ENAMELED  WARE.  A 
demurrer  by  the  government  to  the  pleas  of  immunity  interposed  by 
defendants  on  the  ground  that  they  could  not  be  prosecuted  on  the  basis 
of  information  given  in  a  previous  equity  case  was  sustained  March  8, 
1911  (187  Fed.  229,  4  F.  A.  D.  251).  The  first  trial  resulted  in  a  dis- 
agreement by  the  jury,  and  on  a  retrial  the  defendants  were  found 
guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $51,000  were  imposed  February  15,  1913 
(1  D.  &  J.  755). 

80.  United  States  v.  American  Sugar  Refining  Co.,  Equity  7-8: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  28,  1910,  in  the  Circuit 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Sugar  Refining  Company,  several 
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other  sugar  companies,  and  their  officers,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had 
formed  a  combmation  to  fix  prices,  to  curtail  production,  and  to  elimi- 
nate competition  in  the  SUGAR  industry  and,  to  achieve  the  purposes 
of  the  combination,  had  bought  stock  in  competing  companies  and  had 
caused  competitors  to  cease  operating.  A  demurrer  to  the  petition  was 
overruled  and  the  hearing  of  the  case  was  postponed  pending  the  out- 
come of  similar  cases  then  before  the  Supreme  Court.  After  the  defend- 
ants voluntarily  eliminated  the  unlawful  conditions,  a  consent  decree 
was  entered  May  9,  1922,  perpetually  enjoining  the  American  Sugar 
Ketining  Company  from  acquiring  any  greater  proportion  of  the  stock 
of  three  other  companies  than  it  then  held  and  dismissing  the  petition 
as  to  the  remaining  corporate  defendants.  The  decree  was  modified  on 
February  25,  1927,  to  permit  the  National  Sugar  Refining  Company  to 
S^^o!!^^  o^  refinery  owned  by  the  Warner  Sugar  Corporation.  On  May 
9,  1944,  Sections  2  and  6  of  the  final  decree  were  modified. 

81.  United  States  v.  D.  V.  Purington,  Cr.  4515 :  Indictment  under 
/M  ^"'rn^N''  ""'  returned  September  14,  1910.  in  the  District  Court 
(IN.  D.  111.)  against  Purington  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  trade  in  PAVING  PRODUCTS  and  PAVING  BLOCKS. 
After  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled,  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  June  3,  1913  (1  D.  &  J.  757).  f        4        a^ 

J  ^^V  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Co.,  Equity  8120:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  3,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (N.  D 
Ohio)  against  the  General  Electric  Company  and  numerous  subsidiaries 
t^R^^T^  ^"  manufacture  and  sale  of  incandescent  ELECTRIC 

LAMPS,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  and  conspired  to 
restrain  commerce  by  concealed  stock  ownership  of  bogus  independent 
companies  and  by  the  use  of  tying  contracts  and  agreements  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  prices  and  eliminating  competition.  In  its  opinion  of 
October  12,  1911,  the  Court  enjoined  the  illegal  practices,  and  ordered 

i^^inf?  1!^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  companies  (1  D.  &  J.  267).  On  December 
16, 1911,  the  decree  was  modified  to  permit  a  stay  of  six  months. 

83.     United  States  v.  Hamburg-American  Co.,  Eq.  7-74 :    Petition 

/?Tf  XT  ^r  X  ^™^"  "^^^  ^^^^  January  4,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(b.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Hamburg-American  and  other  STEAMSHIP 
lines  operating  between  the  United  States  and  Europe,  alleging  a 
conspiracy  to  control  steerage  traffic  by  apportioning  passengers,  by 
fixing  rates,  and  by  certain  unfair  practices  such  as  the  use  of  "fighting" 
ships.  After  demurrers  to  the  petition  had  been  overruled  December 
20  1911  (200  Fed.  806,  4  F.  A.  D.  892),  the  defendants  on  October  13, 
1914,  were  enjoined  solely  from  using  "fighting"  ships  (216  Fed.  971 
4  FA.  D.  897)  (1  D.  &  J.  275).  The  Supreme  Court,  on  January  lo! 
1916,  reversed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  and  directed  that  the 
petition  be  dismissed  without  prejudice  to  the  government  on  the 
ground  that  the  European  War  had  rendered  the  questions  moot  (239 
U.  S.  466,  4  F.  A.  D.  903),  and  on  March  21,  1917,  a  decree  dismissing 
the  petition  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  277). 

84.  United  States  v.  William  C.  Geer:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  April  28,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Geer  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in 


PAPER  BOARD.  A  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled  and  a 
nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  Geer  and  ten  other  defendants.  The 
remaining  defendants  withdrew  their  former  pleas  of  not  guilty  and 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $16,000  were  imposed  on 
February  5, 1915  (1  D.  &  J.  758). 

85.  United  States  v.  Eastern  States  Retail  Lumber  Ass'n,  Eq. 
7-123:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  19,  1911,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  various  retail  lumbermen's  associa- 
tions, their  members,  officers,  and  agents,  alleging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  to  blacklist  and  boycott  wholesale  LUMBER  dealers  who 
sold  at  retail.  The  combination  was  declared  illegal  and  its  further 
operation  was  enjoined  January  9,  1913  (201  Fed.  581,  4  F.  A.  D.  856) 
(1  D.  &  J.  281),  and  a  decree  was  entered  on  March  1,  1913.  On  June 
22,  1914,  this  decree  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (234  U.  S. 
600,  4  F.  A.  D.  863).   (See  No.  92.) 

86.  United  States  v.  Isaac  Whiting,  Cr.  453  and  454 :  Two  indict- 
ments under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  26,  1911,  in  the  District 
Court  (Mass.)  against  Whiting  and  other  purchasers  of  milk  produced 
in  the  New  England  States  for  shipment  to  the  Boston  and  Worcester 
areas  in  Massachusetts.  The  first  indictment  charged  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  trade  by  fixing  prices  to  be  paid  producers  for  MILK  pur- 
chased. The  second  indictment  contained  two  counts :  the  first  charged 
a  combination  to  restrain  trade  by  agreeing  on  uniform  prices  to  be  paid 
producers ;  the  second  charged  an  attempt  to  monopolize  trade  in  milk 
by  depressing  the  prices  to  be  paid  to  the  producers.  A  demurrer  to  the 
first  indictment  and  to  the  second  count  of  the  second  indictment  was 
sustained,  but  the  demurrer  to  the  first  count  of  the  second  indictment 
was  overruled  on  March  23,  1914  (212  Fed.  466,  5  F.  A.  D.  447).  Cer- 
tain defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  the  case  was  continued  as 
to  them  pending  the  disposition  of  the  case  against  the  remaining 
defendants.  On  October  22,  1923,  the  defendant  Whiting  paid  a  fine  of 
$500  in  lieu  of  costs  and  the  indictments  against  the  remaining  defend- 
ants were  dismissed. 

87.  United  States  v.  Arthur  L.  Holmes,  Cr.  4750:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  23,  1911,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  p.  111.)  against  Holmes  and  others  who  were  secretaries  of  fourteen 
retail  lumbermen's  associations,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  control  the 
marketing  of  LUMBER  by  blacklisting  and  boycotting.  After  a  demurrer 
to  the  indictment  was  filed,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  lune  6.  1913 
(1D.&J.759). 

88.  United  States  v.  William  P.  Palmer:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  29, 1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Palmer  and  twenty-five  others  constituting  the  BARE  COPPER 
WIRE  Association,  charging  the  operation  of  a  pool  to  fix  prices  and 
to  apportion  territory.  The  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and 
fines  aggregating  $9,400  were  imposed  on  various  dates  from  July  25 
to  September  14, 1911  (1  D.  &  J.  760). 

88a.  United  States  V.  William  P.  Palmer :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  29, 1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Palmer  and  thirty-three  others  constituting  the  WEATHER- 
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PROOF  AND  MAGNET  WIRE  Association,  charging  the  operation 
of  a  pool  to  fix  prices  and  to  apportion  territory.  The  defendants  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $13,700  were  imposed  on  various 
dates  from  July  25  to  September  14, 1911  (1  D.  &  J.  762). 

88b.  United  States  v.WUliam  P.  Palmer:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  29,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
?v?w?'^r,^^^"^^'*  ^"^  thirty-eight  others  constituting  the  RUBBER 
COVERED  WIRE  Association,  charging  the  operation  of  a  pool  to  fix 
prices  and  to  apportion  terrritory.  The  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  hnes  aggregating  $37,500  were  imposed  on  various  dates  from 
July  25  to  August  4,  191 1  ( 1  D.  &  J.  764) . 

88c.  United  States  v.  F.  W.  Roebling:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  11,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Roebling  and  seventeen  others  constituting  the  FINE  MAGNET 
WIRE  Association,  charging  the  operation  of  a  pool  to  fix  prices  and  to 
apportion  territory.  The  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines 
aggregating  $22,000  were  imposed  on  various  dates  from  lulv  25  to 
August  4,  191 1  ( 1  D.  &  J.  770) .  J    y        ^^ 

88d.  UnitedStatesv.  William  P.  Palmer:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  29,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
^S^^inst  Palmer  and  fifteen  others  constituting  the  HORSESHOE 
MANUFACTURERS'  Association,  charging  the  operation  of  a  pool  to 
fix  pnces  and  to  apportion  territory.  The  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  fines  aggregating  $18,300  were  imposed  on  various  dates 
from  July  25  to  October  20,  1911  (1  D.  &  J.  766). 

88e.  United  States  V.  Philip  H.  W.  Smith :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  29,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Smith  and  fourteen  others  constituting  the  UNDERGROUND 
POWER  CABLE  Association,  charging  the  operation  of  a  pool  to  fix 
prices  and  to  apportion  territory.  The  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  fines  aggregating  $10,000  were  imposed  on  various  dates  from  Tuly 
25,  1911,  to  September  14,  1916  (1  D.  &  J.  772). 

88f.  United  States  v.  Frank  N.  PhiHps:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  29,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Philips  and  ten  others  constituting  the  TELEPHONE  CABLE 
Association,  charging  the  operation  of  a  pool  to  fix  prices  and  to  appor- 
tion territory.  The  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines 
ag§:regating  $5,900  were  imposed  on  various  dates  from  July  25  to 
September  14,  1911  (1  D.  &  J.  774). 

88g.  United  States  v.  William  P.  Palmer :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  29,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  Palmer  and  seventeen  others  constituting  the  LEAD  INCASED 
RUBBER  INSULATED  CABLE  Association,  charging  the  operation 
of  a  pool  to  fix  prices  and  to  apportion  territory.  The  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $7,700  were  imposed  on 
various  dates  from  July  25  to  September  14,  1911  (1  D.  &  J.  768). 

88h.  United  States  v.  E.  E.  Jackson :  Indictment  under  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  June  29,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 


against  Jackson  and  seventeen  others  constituting  the  WIRE  ROPE 
Association  charging  the  operation  of  a  pool  to  fix  prices  and  to  appor- 
tion territory.  The  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggre- 
gating $7,700  were  imposed  on  various  dates  from  July  25  to  August  4, 
1911  (1  D.  &J.  775). 

89.  United  States  v.  Periodical  Clearing  House :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  in  June  1911,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  the  members  of  the  so-called  "MAGAZINE  TRUST."  The 
case  was  heard  before  an  expediting  court  of  four  judges,  which  dis- 
missed the  petition  on  May  29, 1913  (1  D.  &  J.  287). 

90.  United  States  v.  J.  B.  Pearce,  Cr.  3480 :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  July  19,  1911,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio) 
against  Pearce  and  others,  manufacturers  and  jobbers,  charging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  competition  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  WALL 
PAPER.  After  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled,  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  finding  the  defendants  not  guilty  on  May  24,  1912 
(1D.&  J.  777). 

91.  United  States  v.  Lake  Shore  Ry.  Co.,  Equity  1584:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  4,  1911,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  Ohio)  against  the  Lake  Shore  Railway  Company,  the  Michigan 
Southern  and  other  railroads,  and  three  coal  companies,  alleging  a  com- 
bination formed  for  the  purpose  of  monopolizing  the  production  of 
BITUMINOUS  COAL  in  the  Ohio  and  the  West  Virginia  fields  and 
the  transportation  therefrom.  On  December  28,  1912,  the  combination 
was  declared  illegal  and  its  further  operation  was  enjoined  pending  the 
determination  of  the  final  relief  to  be  granted  (203  Fed.  295,  5  F.  A.  D. 
241).  A  decree  was  entered  on  March  14,  1914,  in  accordance  w^ith  a 
plan  submitted  by  the  parties,  dissolving  the  combination  and  perpetually 
enjoining  its  further  operation  (1  D.  &  J.  289). 

A  supplemental  petition  was  filed  November  21,  1922,  seeking  the 
release  of  lands  of  the  Buckeye  Coal  &  Railroad  Company  from  the  lien 
of  the  Hocking  Valley  general  mortgage  and  also  the  termination  of  a 
sinking  fund  charge  on  said  lands  of  2^  a  ton  on  all  coal  mined  there- 
from. The  District  Court  on  January  18,  1924,  dismissed  the  supple- 
mental petition  of  the  government  without  prejudice  to  its  right  to  seek 
relief  in  the  future  (5  F.  (2d)  240,  10  F.  A.  D.  469).  The  Supreme  Court 
affirmed  the  District  Court's  dismissal  of  appellant's  petition  in  inter- 
vention November  16, 1925  (269  U.  S.  42,  sub  nom.  Buckeye  Coal  &  Rwy. 
Co.  V.  Hocking  Valley  RR.  Co. ) . 

92.  United  States  v.  Edward  E.  Hartwick,  Eq.  4121 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  31,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(E.  D.  Mich.)  against  the  members  of  the  Michigan  Retail  Lumber 
Dealers'  Association,  the  Scout  Publishing  Company,  and  the  Lumber 
Secretaries  Bureau  of  Information,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  boycott  and 
to  blacklist  wholesale  LUMBER  dealers  who  sold  to  others  than  those 
designated  as  retailers  by  the  Association.  The  case  was  not  contested 
in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  United  States  v.  Eastern 
States  Retail  Lumber  Ass^n,  234  U.  S.  600  (see  No.  85),  and  a  decree 
was  entered  on  December  4, 1917,  perpetually  enjoining  the  defendants 
(1D.&J.649). 
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93.  United  States  v.  Hunter  Milling  Co.,  Cr.  671;  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  September  10,  1911,  in  the  District 
Court  (W.  D.  Okla.)  against  the  Hunter  Milling  Company  and  others, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in  FLOUR.  After  a  demurrer 
to  the  indictment  was  overruled,  the  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  of  guilty 
and  fines  aggregating  $2,000  were  imposed  on  May  26, 1913  (1  D.  &  J.  779). 

94.  United  States  v.  Standard  Wood  Co.,  Equity  8-99:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  19,  1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  members  of  the  so-called  "kindling  wood  trust," 
alleging  a  combination  formed  for  the  purpose  of  eliminating  competition 
and  limiting  and  restricting  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  bundled 
KINDLING  WOOD  by  fixing  and  maintaining  uniform  and  non-competi- 
tive prices,  and  by  preventing  others  from  engaging  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  kindling  wood.  Upon  the  failure  of  the  defendants  to  answer,  the 
combination  was  declared  illegal  and  a  decree  was  entered  on  March 
11, 1912,  enjoining  its  further  operation  (1  D.  &  J.  311). 

95.  United  States  v.  Sidney  W.  Winslow,  Cr.  114:  Two  indict- 
ments under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  September  19,  1911,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (Mass.)  against  Winslow  and  others,  charging  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  the  SHOE  MACHINERY 
industry  by  the  consolidation  of  independent  manufacturers  and  by  a 
system  of  leases  containing  tying  clauses.  On  March  21,  1912,  a 
demurrer  to  the  first  indictment  was  sustained  and  a  demurrer  to  the 
second  indictment  was  sustained  as  to  one  count  (195  Fed.  578,  5  F.  A.  D. 
170)  (1  D.  &  J.  782).  The  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  decision  of  the 
District  Court  February  3,  1913  (227  U.  S.  202,  5  F.  A.  D.  198).  After 
a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  second  indictment,  the  court  on 
November  20,  1918,  denied  a  motion  by  the  defendants  to  strike  the 
nolle  prosequi  from  the  record. 

96.  United  States  v.  Colorado  &  Wyoming  Lumber  Dealers* 
Ass*n,  Equity  5749 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  25, 
1911,  in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  against  the  Colorado  &  Wyoming 
Lumber  Dealers'  Association  and  the  Lumber  Secretaries'  Bureau  of 
Information,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  boycott  and 
blacklist  manufacturers  of  and  wholesale  dealers  in  LUMBER  who 
sold  lumber  products  to  those  not  designated  as  retailers  by  the  Associa- 
tion. The  case  was  not  contested  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  in  United  States  v.  Eastern  States  Retail  Lumber  Ass'n, 
234  U.  S.  600  (see  No.  85),  and  a  decree  was  entered  on  December  29, 
1917,  perpetually  enjoining  the  operation  of  the  combination  ( 1  D.  &  J.  663) . 

97.  United  States  v.  Willard  G.  Mollis  and  W.  R.  Wood,  Equity 
1079:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  in  October  1911,  in  the 
Circuit  Court  (Minn.)  against  the  Lumber  Secretaries'  Bureau  of  In- 
formation, the  Lumbermen's  Publishing  Company,  and  certain  indi- 
viduals in  the  retail  lumber  trade,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
to  boycott  and  blacklist  certain  manufacturers  and  wholesale  dealers 
who  sold  LUMBER  direct  to  those  not  designated  as  retailers  by  the 
Association.  The  combination  was  declared  illegal  on  March  14,  1917 
(246  Fed.  611, 6  F.  A.  D.  976),  and  a  final  decree  was  entered  on  August 
10, 1917,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination 
(1D.&J.619). 


Summary  of  Cases 


89 


United  States  v.  U.  S.  Steel  Corp.,  Civil  6214 :  Petition  under 
the^Sherman  Act  filed  October  27,  1911,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.) 
against  the  United  States  Steel  Corporation  and  others,  alleging  that 
the  United  States  Steel  Corporation  had  created  a  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  by  acquiring  competing  producing  companies,  which 
together  produced  more  than  50  per  cent  of  the  iron  and  steel  in  the 
United  States  and  controlled  a  large  proportion  of  available  ore,  coal, 
and  other  properties ;  and  by  eliminating  existing  competition  between 
the  consolidated  companies ;  and  further  alleging  that  the  United  States 
Steel  Corporation  had  entered  into  agreements  with  the  remaining 
competitors  to  fix  the  market  prices  of  IRON  AND  STEEL.  On  June 
3,  1915,  the  District  Court  refused  to  dissolve  the  combination  and 
entered  a  decree  dismissing  the  petition  (223  Fed.  55,  6  F.  A.  D.  1) 
(1  D.  &  J.  313).  The  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  District 
Court  on  March  1,  1920  (251  U.  S.  417,  8  F.  A.  D.  527).  A  petition  for 
rehearing  was  denied  on  May  3,  1920. 

99.  United  States  v.  Joe  Cotton,  Cr.  7943 :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  November  15,  1911,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
Miss.)  against  Cotton  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  during  the  course  of  a  strike  on  the  Illinois  Central 
Railroad.  The  strike  having  terminated,  the  case  was  not  brought  to 
trial  (1  D.&J.783). 

100.  United  States  v.  National  Cash  Register  Co.,  Eq.  6802 :  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  4, 1911,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
(S.  D.  Ohio)  against  the  National  Cash  Register  Company  and  a  num- 
ber of  individual  defendants,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in 
CASH  REGISTERS  and  other  registering  devices  by  acquiring  patents, 
plants,  and  businesses  of  competitors,  by  intimidating  competitors  and 
their  purchasers,  by  wrongfully  obtaining  business  secrets  and  names 
of  prospects  from  competitors,  and  by  espionage  and  other  unfair  prac- 
tices. A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  February  1,  1916,  enjoining  the 
practices  complained  of  (1  D.  &  J.  315,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  III,1f3130). 

An  information  in  contempt  was  filed  November  2, 1925,  (Cr.  3022) 
against  Whiffen  and  89  other  sales  agents  of  the  National  Cash  Register 
Company,  the  employees  of  the  sales  agents,  and  two  others,  charging 
a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  consent  decree.  On  September  28, 
1927,  an  order  of  dismissal  was  entered  as  to  70  defendants.  On  Novem- 
ber 28,  1927,  the  District  Court  granted  a  motion  to  dismiss  as  to  18 
of  the  remaining  22  defendants  because  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
(23  F.  (2d)  352,  12  F.  A.  D.  312).  The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the 
decision  of  the  District  Court  on  May  14, 1928  (277  U.  S.  229, 12  F.  A.  D. 
323),  and  the  government  moved  to  dismiss  the  information  as  to  20 
of  the  defendants  on  September  4,  1928,  and  tried  the  two  remaining 
defendants.  On  November  12,  1928,  the  District  Court  found  one  of 
these  defendants  guilty  on  two  counts  and  imposed  a  fine  of  $1,000  on 
each  count.  The  court  dismissed  the  information  against  the  remaining 
defendant.   A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  denied  on  January  8,  1929. 

On  the  same  day  the  decree  was  modified  to  permit  the  acquisition 
of  the  Ellis  Adding-Typewriter  Company  and  on  November  20,  1931, 
the  Remington  Cash  Register  Company.    (See  No.  112.) 
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On  August  30,  1943,  the  National  Cash  Register  Company  oeti- 
IZf  f°J,^"/^'-der  permitting  it  to  acquire  the  stock  of  the  Allen  Wales 

entered  allowing  this  acquisition,  but  requiring  the   National  Cash 

fnTf  %*f  'k  """""  T'*'"S  contracts  between  the  Allen  Corporation 

NatioLrr,'=h  T  ^""f  '^r'^^'^  ""'"  J^""^^y  1'  1950.  and  requiring  the 
National  Cash  Register  Company  to  furnish  repair  and  replacement 
parts  to  such  retailers  and  distributors  until  January  1    1954  Tpor 

decree""  sleX'S")^  ^"°"^^'  ^"'  ^'°'^''°"  °^  '^^  ''"''^"^'"y  '•  ^^'^ 

101      United  States  V.  United  Shoe  Machinery  Co.,  Eq.  301 :  Peti- 

Cour^m«'''^  ^^"■•'"^"  ^'\^}'^  December  12.  1911.  in  the  Distrkt 
Court   (Mass.)   against  the  United  Shoe  Machinery  Company  and 

^ze  intf<=!^r^  ^  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopo- 
lize interstate  commerce  in  patented  SHOE  MACHINERY  by  the 
consolidation  of  independent  companies  and  by  a  system  of  leases 

r22rF^!5^{4i"^.'l^"r-T7^ir  J'^i?".^^''  dismissed  on  March  18. 1915 
i.^  F«d   349.  5  FA.  D.  686.  1  D.  &  J.  321),  and  on  appeal  to  the 

2n^^o?st nAyV^^  ^^"'0%°^  "'^  D'^t""  C«""  was  affirmed  on  May 

denLT  Site  No'llJ)'  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^   '"  P^"'*^"  ^°^  ^''-""^  -' 

unHer°tf,.  ^u^''^  ^**1*^  ""•  '^^  "^'"^•  ^'■-  ^^  and  28:  Two  indictments 
Cnnrt  ^  n  pTf  ^"  '■^*"'""^^  December  16,  1911.  in  the  District 
rrh°,rJ:ir  '^•■^•'  ^«^^'"*^  members  of  a  longshoremen's  association. 

HATU  m?-  ''°"^P"^''y  }°  interfere  with  the  interstate  LUMBER 
rflrih^^H^  "P^^'t'ons  of  the  Mason  Forwarding  Company,  which  had 
fivi  TV.  /f  °!"'"  "1^  "J  ^^^  'conspirators  as  the  union  representa- 
J,!!'  -  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  each  was  sentenced  to  four 
(1.  D  &T  tST^"*  '"         custody  of  the  marshal  on  March  21,  1912 

.,nH.l°fi,„  Yu'***^  ^'^***  "'■  ^-  "^'"^>  ^'■-  29  and  30:  Two  indictments 
rltJi  Q^^'■,'"^"  ^^.  '■<=t'"-n«d  December  16,  1911.  in  the  District 
<_ourt  CS..  U.  i-la.).  against  members  of  a  longshoremen's  association 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  commerce  by  establishing  rules,  regu- 
lations, requirements,  etc..  with  reference  to  the  employment  of  work- 
men engaged  in  loading  vessels  with  LUMBER  for  interstate  shipment 
1  his  case  was  consolidated  for  trial  with  the  preceding  case  The 
defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  each  was  sentenced  to  four  hours'  con- 
nnement  in  the  custody  of  the  marshal  on  March  21.  1912  ( 1.  D.  &  J.  784). 

ur  QcJ'ifiRfi^  p*ff-^*^'"7-  ^^"j?*=  ^°***  Plumbing  Supply  Ass'n.  Equi- 
ty 92-1686  .-Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  18,  1911  in 
the  Circuit  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  Pacific  Coast  Plumbing  Supply 
Association  and  a  1  of  its  members,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  boycott  manu- 
facturers of  PLUMBING  SUPPLIES  who  sold  their  products  to  job- 
bers who  were  neither  members  of  nor  approved  by  the  Association. 
A  consent  decree  was  entered  January  6.  1912,  perpetually  enjoining 
the  further  operation  of  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  323). 

rnn?r  i.^?^^""'*'"    '/•    "J^'    •"*    District      afflrmed  the  action  of  the  District  Court 

a"„'f r  itV"ni;i.  v%.^:zr^t^  f^^i.  'ir^.-^^^S^ 
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105.  United  States  v.  Keystone  Watch  Case  Co.,  Equity  773: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  20,  1911,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Penn.)  against  the  Keystone  Watch  Case  Company  and 
Its  officers,  alleging  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  by  the  con- 
solidation of  competing  manufacturers  of  WATCH  CASES  and  by 
unfair  practices,  such  as  resale  price  fixing  and  boycotting  dealers  who 
purchased  the  products  of  other  manufacturers.  The  District  Court 
refused  to  order  a  dissolution  of  the  combination  but  granted  an  injunc- 
tion against  certain  unlawful  practices  on  June  4,  1915  (218  Fed 
502,  5  F.  A.  D.  481)  (1  D.  &  J.  329).  By  stipulation,  the  appeals  of  both 
parties  to  the  Supreme  Court  were  dismissed  on  October  24,  1921  (257 
CJ.  S.  664). 

106.  United  States  v.  American  Naval  Stores  Co.,  Eq.  53:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  8,  1912,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  Ga.)  against  the  American  Naval  Stores  Company  and  its 
officers,  alleging  an  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  TURPENTINE  and  RESIN. 
A  demurrer  to  the  petition  was  overruled  on  January  2, 1913.  In  March 
1913,  the  defendant  suspended  business  because  of  financial  difficulties 
and  the  case  was  dismissed  without  prejudice  on  June  27,  1914. 

107.  United  States  v.  New  Departure  Mfg.  Co.,  Cr.  819:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  8,  1912,  in  the  District 
Court  (W.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  New  Departure  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, five  other  corporate  and  eighteen  individual  defendants,  charging 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in 
COASTER  BRAKES  by  fixing  uniform  prices  and  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  sale,  etc.,  under  cover  of  a  pretended  patent-licensing  arrange- 
ment. A  plea  in  abatement  was  overruled  on  April  2,  1912  (195  Fed. 
778),  and  after  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  had  been  overruled  on 
March  12,  1913  (204  Fed.  107,  5  F.  A.  D.  145),  certain  of  the  defendants 
pleaded  guilty  and  others  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $81,500 
were  imposed  on  May  27,  1913  (1  D.  &  J.  785). 

108.  United  States  v.  North  Pacific  Wharves  &  Trading  Co.,  Cr. 
834-B :  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  12, 1912, 
in  the  District  Court  (Alaska)  against  the  North  Pacific  Wharves  & 
Trading  Company  and  others,  charging  that  the  North  Pacific  Com- 
pany and  the  Pacific  Coast  Company,  owners  of  the  only  WHARVES 
in  Skagway,  Alaska,  entered  into  an  agreement  whereby  the  Pacific 
Coast  Company  agreed  to  close  its  wharf  to  the  public  and  the  former 
agreed  to  pay  to  the  Pacific  Coast  Company  a  fixed  amount  for  each 
ton  of  coal  passing  over  its  wharf  and  to  ship  all  its  COAL  by  boats 
owned  by  that  company.  A  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained 
on  April  29,  1912  (4  Alaska  583)  (1  D.  &  J.  7S7). 

109.  United  States  v.  Pacific  &  Arctic  Ry.  Co.,  Cr.  835-B :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  12, 1912,  in  the  District 
Court  (Alaska)  against  the  Pacific  &  Arctic  Railway  Company  and 
others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  the  TRANSPORTATION 
FACILITIES  between  Skagway,  Alaska,  and  the  head  waters  of  the 
Yukon  River  by  the  purchase  and  abandonment  of  competing  carriers. 
A  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  was  sustained  on  April  29  1912 
(4  Alaska  574)  (1  D.  &  J.  791). 


92 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


«QA  i  T^."'*^"^  States  V.  North  Pacific  Wharves  &  Trading  Co.,  Cr. 
?Q?9  •  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  12, 
1912,  in  the  District  Court  (Alaska)  against  the  North  Pacific  Wharves 
&  irading:  Company  and  others,  charging  an  agreement  between  the 
owners  of  all  WHARF  FACILITIES  in  Skag^ay,  Alaska  whereby 
all  but  one  wharf  was  closed  to  the  public.  A  demurrer  to  the  indict- 
ment was  overruled  on  April  29,  1912  (4  Alaska  552).  The  first  trial 
resulted  in  a  disagreement  by  the  jury  on  January  27.  1913,  and  on  the 
second  trial  the  indictment  was  dismissed  on  February  2,  1914,  as  to 
the  individual  defendants,  and  after  the  corporate  defendants  pleaded 
guilty  fines  aggregating  $8,500  were  imposed  (1  D.  &  J.  788-789). 

111.  United  States  v.  Pacific  &  Arctic  Ry.  Co.,  Cr.  837-B :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  13,  1912,  in  the  District 
Court  (Alaska)  against  the  Pacific  &  Arctic  Railwav  Company  and 
others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  TRANSPORTATION 
between  the  United  States  and  Yukon  River  points  by  refusing  to 
grant  through  rates  to  other  lines  and  bv  exacting  exorbitant  local 
transportation  and  WHARFAGE  CHARGES  to  shippers  using  the 
transportation  facilities  of  competitors.  A  demurrer  to  the  indictment 
was  sustained  in  part  May  3.  1912  (4  Alaska  530),  but  this  decision  was 
reversed  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  April  7, 1913  (228  U.  S.  87,  5  F.  A.  D. 

•  i-^'-^  ,  f^.^"""/^^  ^'  ^^^^^  ^^^  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  the 
individual  defendants,  and  after  the  corporate  defendants  pleaded  ^iltv 
fines  aggregating  $19,500  were  imposed  (1  D.  &  J.  792-793).  ' 

112     United  States  v.  John  H.  Patterson,  Cr.  862:    Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  22,  1912,  in  the  District 
hf" XT  \-       \  9^''i^  against  Patterson  and  others,  officers  and  agents  of 
the  National  Cash  Register  Company,  charging  that  the  defendants 
nad  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  CASH  REGISTERS 
by  compelling  competitors  either  to  go  out  of  business  or  to  sell  their 
businesses  to  the  defendants;  by  acquiring  competitors  and  discon- 
tinuing their  business;  by  wrongfully  obtaining  business  secrets  from 
competitors ;  by  injuring  the  credit  of  competitors  by  false  statements; 
and  by  preventing  competitors  from  selling  cash  registers  through 
espionage  and  other  unfair  practices.    A  demurrer  to  the  indictment 
was  overruled  June  26,  1912  (201  Fed.  697,  5  F.  A.  D.  1).  The  objection 
by  the  government  to  the  presentation  of  certain  evidence  by  the 
^?N  "-ru"^^  '7^  sustained  February  3,  1913  (205  Fed.  292,  5  F.  A.  D. 
4^).    1  he  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  twenty-nine  defend- 
ants.  One  defendant  was  granted  a  new  trial.   Sentences  to  imprison- 
ment for  terms  from  nine  months  to  one  year  were  imposed  on  twentv- 
seven  defendants,  and  Patterson  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for 
one  year  and  was  fined  $5,000  (1  D.  &  J.  795).  On  March  13,  1915.  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Sixth  Circuit,  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
Distnct  9o"rt  (222  F  d.  599^  5  F.  A.  D.  60).  The  Supreme  Court  denied 
certiorari  (ZJ8  u.  S.  635),  and  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  February 
1,1916(1D.&J.798).    (See  No.  100.)  euruary 

113.  United  States  v.  American-Asiatic  S.  S.  Co.,  Eq.  917-  Peti- 
/c"t^  xT^^^^x^  Sherman  Act  filed  March  30,  1912,  in  the  District  Court 
(^.  u.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American-Asiatic  and  other  steamship  com- 
panies operating  from  New  York  and  Boston  to  ports  in  the  Far  East 
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alleging  a  combination  to  fix  STEAMSHIPS'  RATES  by  entering  into 
pooling  arrangements,  by  granting  rebates  to  shippers  using  such  lines 
exclusively,  and  by  using  "fighting"  ships.  On  February  3,  1915,  the 
District  Court  refused  to  order  a  dissolution  of  the  combination  and 
the  petition  was  dismissed  (220  Fed.  230,  5  F.  A.  D.  675)  (1  D.  &  J.  333). 
The  Supreme  Court  on  January  22,  1917,  reversed  the  decree  of  the 
District  Court  and  directed  that  the  petition  be  dismissed  without 
prejudice  to  the  government  on  the  ground  that  the  European  War 
had  rendered  the  issues  moot  (242  U.  S.  537,  5  F.  A.  D.  684)  (1  D. 
&  J.  334).  A  decree  on  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  entered 
on  March  23,  1917. 

114.  United  States  v.  Julius  F.  Miller,  Cr.  1313:  Indictment  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  2, 1912,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Miller  and  others,  charging  them  with  restraining  inter- 
state commerce  in  CHARCOAL.  A  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was 
sustained  and  the  indictment  was  dismissed  on  October  25.  1912  (1 
D.  &  J.  799). 

115.  United  States  v.  International  Harvester  Company,  Equity 
624 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  30, 1912,  in  the  District 
Court  (Minn.)  against  the  International  Harvester  Company  and 
others,  alleging  that  five  competing  corporations,  producing  between 
80  and  85  per  cent  of  the  HARVESTING  and  AGRICULTURAL 
MACHINERY  and  implements  used  in  the  United  States,  had,  by  con- 
solidation and  purchases  of  stock,  formed  a  combination  in  restraint 
of  trade.  On  August  12,  1914,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  and 
a  decree  of  dissolution  was  entered  on  August  15,  1914  (214  Fed.  987, 
5  F.  A.  D.  637)  (1  D.  &  J.  337).  The  decree  was  modified  slightly  upon 
the  defendants'  motion  October  3, 1914  (1  D.  &  J.  339).  The  defendants 
dismissed  their  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  (248  U.  S.  587),  and  a  final 
decree  was  entered  on  November  2,  1918,  dissolving  the  combination. 

A  supplemental  petition  was  filed  July  17,  1923,  against  the  Inter- 
national Harvester  Company  and  others,  alleging  that  although  the 
declared  purpose  of  the  original  decree  was  to  restore  competitive  con- 
ditions in  the  harvesting  and  agricultural  machinerv  industry,  it  had 
not  achieved  its  purpose,  and  seeking  a  further  dissolution  of  the 
harvester  company  into  three  units,  as  recommended  in  Report  of 
Federal  Trade  Commission  on  the  Causes  of  High  Prices  of  Farm  Im- 
plements, 1920,  c.  10.  The  District  Court  refused  to  grant  this  addi- 
tional relief  (10  F.  (2d)  827,  10  F.  A.  D.  989),  and  this  decision  was 
affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  June  6,  1927  (274  U.  S.  693,  10 
F.  A.  D.  1053). 

116.  United  States  v.  Aluminum  Co.  of  America,  Eq.  159:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  16,  1912,  in  the  District  Court 
(W.  D.  Penn.)  against  the  Aluminum  Company,  alleging  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  and  foreign 
trade  and  commerce  in  ALUMINUM  and  aluminum  products  by 
acquiring,  through  stock  ownership,  leases  and  contracts,  control  of 
more  than  90  per  cent  of  the  supply  of  bauxite  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  aluminum,  about  78  per  cent  of  the  aluminum  cooking  utensil  busi- 
ness, and  more  than  50  per  cent  of  the  aluminum  castings,  aluminum 
goods  and  novelties  manufactured  and  sold  in  the  United  States;  by 
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fi^l  ?K        controlling  pnces ;  by  eliminating  and  preventine-  comoeti 
tion;  by  preventing  imports  and  exports;  by  dividing  Terr  tofv   aZ  bv 
refusing  to  sell  to  competitors.   The  petition  fuS  ane^eZihat  th^ 
defendants  attempted  to  accomplish  these  objects  by    hrSs  and  bv 
economic  coercion.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  June  7  1912  void^ 

Ehtma"  ^cX^Ll'iT/S  -  ^Z^f^vW^^ 

SfJnUed  it^t^sfo'  he°Si  rric?crur^^^^??''^^;'°".r  ""^'^P 
lulv  21    m7  '^-   ^'    -I^^  ^^  amended.  The  Expedition  Court   on 

man  aJ;  fi"d  Mav^ll*TgT?""r"n^'''''^*!i=  P*=*'"°"  """^^^  the  Sher- 
uidu  nci  niea  May  18,  1912,  in  the  District  Court  f S  D  N  V  1  ao-aJ^cf 

S'elcken  and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  reduce  the  productfon  o 

??afge^p!;c"S "oVcnff  '  ^/=*^  °l^'°  ^"•°'  Brazil  and'^o  withdraw 
Vli  ^  percentage  of  coflfee  from  the  world  market  by  purchase  so  a<! 
to  control  and  enhance  the  world  market  price  of  coffL    A  m!ff?^t  f 
a  temporary  injunction  was  denied.  Upon  Svice  of  the  dZ  tmenJ 

menl:    teVffeTth"at'lr^  '.^'  """  -"^^-^  "^  the tazman^'GovTrn! 
wit^Uw  ?        !u    ^,  ^^^  *"*"'^  quantity  of  coffee  which  was  bein? 

Ztgfourt'e'  UnTted'^s' 'l^'^  '^'=."  '""'  !?  ^  '-"^^  number Tdealerf 

ent3onMa;S913frD%J  351"^       """"^  ''''  P"''""  "^^ 

a^d'Slr^ec^Sferp^Srbrd-?^^^^^^^^^ 
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government  on  the  ground  that  the  European  War  had  rendered  the 
issues  moot  (242  U.  S.  537,  5  F.  A.  D.  684)  (1  D.  &  J.  357).  A  decree 
on  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  was  entered  on  March  23,  1917. 

119.  United  States  v.  Central- West  Publishing  Co.,  Equity  30888 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  3,  1912,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Central- West  Publishing  Company  and 
others,  alleging  an  attempt  to  monopolize  interstate  trade  in  the  busi- 
c^^l'i.^^r^^'PP'"^  READY-PRINT  PAPERS,  MATRICES,  AND 
bTEREOTYPED  PLATES  by  underselling  competitors  and  by  ob- 
taining business  through  threats,  intimidations,  and  other  unfair  com- 
petitive practices.  A  decree  was  entered  on  August  3,  1912,  perpetually 
enjoining  the  practices  complained  of  (1  D.  &  J.  359).  On  May  9,  1917 
the  American  Press  Association  filed  a  petition  asking  for  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  decree  to  permit  the  sale  of  its  assets  to  the  Western  News- 
?c^fmV"'^"'  ^^^^^  ^^^  District  Court  dismissed  the  petition  on  June 
15,  1917  (1  D.  &  J.  367),  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit, 
reversed  the  decree  and  authorized  the  sale  on  August  25,  1917  (245 
ff  t\^1'  ^  ^*  ^'  ^*  ^^  ^"^  nom.)  American  Press  Ass'n  v.  United  States 
n  P\r  J-  '^^)'  ^"^  ^^^  decree  was  modified  on  September  5,  1917 
19    \Q^^'  ^^^^'  '^^^  consent  decree  was  further  modified  on  January 

u  }?^A  ^^^^^  States  V.  Associated  Bill  Posters  &  Distributors  of 
the  U.  S.  &  Canada,  Eq.  30887 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
August  3,  1912,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Associa- 
tion and  Its  members  who  owned  billboards  in  many  of  the  most  desir- 
able cities  in  the  United  States,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  the 
business  of  national  POSTER  ADVERTISING  by  refusing  to  accept 
advertising  from  persons  who  patronized  competitors  and  by  arbi- 

Yml^^o^c^^^PK'':^\  ^^^  conspiracy  was  declared  illegal  March  14, 
1916  (235  Fed.  540,  6  F.  A.  D.  646),  and  a  decree  was  entered  July  6, 
1916,  perpetually  enjoining  its  further  operation  (1  D.  &  J.  373).  The 
?n^"  1^"^^'  ^PP^^^  ^o  the  Supreme  Court  was  dismissed  on  March  27 
^^^*^}>y^^'P^^^tion  of  the  parties  (258  U.  S.  633).  (See  Nos.  224 
and  346.) 

121.     United  States  v.  Motion  Picture  Patents  Co.,  Equity  889: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  15,  1912,  in  the  District  Court 
u  -;^"")    against   the   Motion    Picture   Patents   Company   and 

others,  alleging  that  the  defendants,  who  were  the  producers,  importers 
and  manufacturers  of  all  motion  picture  films,  cameras,  projection  ma- 
chines, and  equipment  in  the  United  States,  had  combined  through  the 
instrumentality  of  the  Motion  Picture  Patents  Company  to  fix  mini- 
mum prices  and  to  restrain  trade  in  MOTION  PICTURES.  The  peti- 
tion further  alleged  that  the  defendants  had  attempted  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  the  combination  by  transferring  patent  rights  on  cameras 
etc  to  the  Motion  Picture  Patents  Company,  and  by  leasing  films  only 
to  licensed  rental  exchanges  which  agreed  (a)  to  handle  onlv  the 
defendants  films  and  (b)  to  sublease  them  only  to  licensed  exhibitors 
who  agreed  to  pay  royalties  on  projection  machines  even  when  such 
machines  were  purchased  without  conditions  attached  to  the  sale.  On 
October  1,  1915,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  (225  Fed.  8(X) 
6  F.  A.  D.  204),  and  on  January  24,  1916,  a  decree  was  entered  per- 
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^q\TJ  r^'^'T^l^/  further  operation  (1  D.  &  J.  377).  On  March  9, 
1916  the  Court  held  that  defendants'  petition  for  an  order  approving 
n.rro?"'7'P^  ""^  record  to  the  Supreme  Court  without  a  statement  in 
narrative  form  required  by  Rule  75  could  be  granted  only  by  permission 
™u  .r^'  Court  (230  Fed.  541).  On  June  3,  1918,  defendants' 
(247  US  524)"^'"^"'^    ^"""^  "^^^  dismissed  on  stipulation  of  the  parties 

nnder^k.^u"^^^^  ^?^''  ""'  ^^^l"  ^'  ^^^"^^  ^''  ^^H:  Indictment 
m    n  ^     f  ""^^  ^'^  £f  turned  August  29,  1912,  in  the  District  Court 

restrain  ZZrifT'^'^A  f  ^^"^  ^"^  ^^^"'"'  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
T?r'^c  i  ^?^^^^  ^""^  ^'"''^'S^"  commerce  in  OILS  and  OIL  PROD- 
Ui^ib.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  February  25,  1913  (1  D.  &J.800). 

A<;^'n^kny."'*/.«^*o^?''-  ^?^*^^  Horseshoers'  Nat'l  Protective 
f^^f  "'.Equity  5565:   Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  12, 

IhoeJN^L^^^^^^^  ^-  ^''^-^  ^^^^"^^  '^'  Master  Horse^ 

tTnn  .n^  •  Protective  Association  and  others,  alleging  a  combina- 

HORSF<;^^A?q'^'^-'"  ?f^'^T^  ^^  ^'^^^  ^"^  commerce  in  drilled 
HORSESHOES,  adjustable  CALKS,  and  RUBBER  HOOF  PADS 

After  demurrers  to  the  petition  were  overruled,  consent  decrees  were 
entered  on  March  3,  1913,  March  16,  1914,  March  21,  1914,  and  AprH 
wl  '  ^"^;wo  entered  January  26,  1916,  perpetually  enjoining  the 
further  operation  of  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  383-396). 

Civi/qfiT.  P^rf"^  ^*^^!^  V  Philadelphia  Jobbing  Confectioners'  Ass'n, 
UV11967.  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  13,  1912,  in 

Co'nfecM"''  ^T'  ^•^••^-  ^r"-)  ^^^^"^^  '^'  Philadelphia'jobbing 
Confectioners  Association  and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
trade  in  CANDIES  and  CONFECTIONS  by  ref using^to  pu^rcLse  from 
manufacturers  who  sold  to  non-members  of  the  Association.   A  con- 

fnrthfr"'^^  "^.^^  ^"^/'u^^  February  17,  1913,  perpetually  enjoining  the 
turther  operation  of  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  397). 

125      United  States  v.  Elgin  Board  of  Trade,  Eq.  31051 :   Petition 

m  n  in  ^^™^"  ^f^  ^i^"^  December  14,  1912,  in  the  District  Court 
(JN.  U.  111.)  against  the  Elgin  Board  of  Trade  and  others,  alleging  a 
S?"4Pc''u^^  tojestrain  interstate  commerce  in  BUTTER  and  BUTTER 
L  ^7  ^^^'^^^^^^y  fi^in§:  prices.  The  petition  was  dismissed  as  to 
some  aetendants  and  a  consent  decree  was  entered  on  April  27  1914 
against  the  remaining  defendants  enjoining  the  further  operation  of 
lnVrA"^'rJ^  ^-  ^  Ji.^^>-  O"  J""^^l'  1914,  this  decree  w^s 
J)  eared        ^^""'^'"^  ^''^  ^^^  ^^"^^  ^^  ^'  C.  Christians  wherever  it 

126.  United  States  v.  Charles  S.  Mellen,  Cr.  5-145  and  Cr.  5-193: 
Indictments  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  23,  1912  and 
Jan.  30  1913  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Mellen  and 
two  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  the  construction  of  sub- 
sidiary lines  of  the  Central  Vermont  Railroad.  A  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  on  November  20,  1919,  as  to  defendants  Chamberlain  and 
bmithers,  and  on  March  30,  1920,  as  to  defendant  Mellen. 

«7r.^^l*    United  States  v.  Kellogg  Toasted  Corn  Flake  Co.,  Equity 
5570 :  Petition  under  Sec.  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  26, 1912, 


in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  the  Kellogg  Toasted  Corn 
Flake  Company  and  its  officers,  alleging  that  the  defendants  were  fixing 
resale  prices  in  reliance  upon  a  patent  on  a  container  in  which  CORN 
FLAKES  were  sold.  On  April  14,  1915,  the  court  held  the  resale  price 
plan  of  the  defendants  illegal  (222  Fed.  725,  5  F.  A.  D.  850),  and  on 
September  20,  1915,  a  decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  it  (1 
D.  &  J.  405).  An  order  was  entered  March  23,  1939,  modifying  the  final 
decree  so  as  to  permit  the  Kellogg  Company  to  avail  itself  of  provi- 
sions of  the  Miller-Tydings  Act. 

128.  United  States  v.  F.  H.  Page,  Cr.  5904-18:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  5, 1913,  in  the  District  Court  (Ore.) 
against  Page  and  fourteen  others,  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  control  unlawfully  the  purchase,  distribution,  and  sale  of 
approximately  90  per  cent  of  the  PRODUCE,  FRUITS,  and  VEGE- 
TABLES shipped  into  the  State  of  Oregon,  through  the  instrumentality 
of  the  Produce  Merchants'  Exchange  of  Portland.  On  February  21, 
1913,  the  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $8,450  were 
imposed  (1  D.  &  J.  801). 

129.  United  States  v.  Krentler-Amold  Hinge  Last  Co.,  Eq.  2: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  7,  1913,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  the  Krentler- Arnold  Hinge  Last  Company 
and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  the  prices  of  SHOE  and  BOOT 
LASTS,  both  patented  and  unpatented,  by  means  of  licensing  agree- 
ments. A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  perpetually 
enjoining  the  practices  complained  of  (1  D.  &  J.  407). 

130.  United  States  v.  United  Shoe  Machinery  Co.  of  N.  J.,  CivU 
292:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  8,  1913,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  the  United  Shoe  Machinery  Company 
and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
commerce  in  patented  SHOE  MACHINERY  for  inscam  trimming  by 
acquiring  control  of  competing  manufacturers  and  by  a  system  of 
leases  containing  tying  clauses.  This  case  was  collateral  to  case  No. 
101,  and  after  the  petition  in  that  case  was  dismissed,  the  petition  in 
this  case  was  dismissed  April  24,  1919. 

131.  United  States  v.  Chicago  Board  of  Trade,  Eq.  8:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  11,  1913,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Chicago  Board  of  Trade,  its  officers  and  direc- 
tors, alleging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  the  prices  of  all  CORN,  OATS, 
WHEAT,  and  RYE  arriving  in  Chicago  when  the  Board  of  Trade  was 
not  in  session.  The  combination  was  declared  illegal  and  its  further 
operation  was  perpetually  enjoined  on  December  28,  1915  (1  D.  &  J. 
413).  The  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  on 
March  4,  1918  (246  U.  S.  231,  8  F.  A.  D.  180).  A  decree  on  mandate 
of  the  Supreme  Court  was  entered  on  April  18,  1918. 

132.  United  States  v.  Cleveland  Stone  Co.,  Eq.  175 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  12,  1913,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
Ohio)  against  the  Cleveland  Stone  Company  and  others,  alleging  a 
combination  to  fix  jobbing  and  retail  prices  in  the  STONE  business. 
A  consent  decree  was  entered  February  11,  1916,  perpetually  enjoining 
the  further  operation  of  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  417). 
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133.     United  States  v.  Delaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  R   P 

SausfrtL  ?L^^Ji'T  "^'  ""\^  * V^'r™^"  ^"  "*  tJe'ommodit Js 
r     !f /XT  I X   ^*-'^*'^*^  Commerce  Act,  February  13,  1913  in  the  District 

panv  aid-ti'   'rf  .'"''  "^^  ?'^r^'''  L-^'^^-annal  Westen."  Rai  r^?Com 
PSk       •<      I^elaware,  Lackawanna  &  Western  Coal  Company  alleeine 

coll  ^Zi  T^Tv"""  °f  *'^"  ^'^'''  P^'^"'^"^  °f  anthrXcTte 

to  be  or^nni.H*'  "'^If 'ju"  ^«"'  ■''"^"*^'  ''^'^  ^^"^^^  '^e  coal  company 
then  enS  fnfo  ,  7°'f  *^'  '?t"u°f  *'^'=  commodities  clause,  and  had 
tnen  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  coal  company  wherebv  the  latter 
agreed  to  purchase,  f.  o.  b.  the  mines,  such  quanUtTes  of  coal  as  the 
railroad  company  should  mine  or  acquire  and  not  to  purchase  coaffrom 

Act  anTthaTt'he  r7"'  "*  *f  ^  *^"'  *''?  ^°"*^^^*  ^'°^««d  the  Sherma" 
U^Ia^u  the  transportation  of  coal  sold  to  the  coal  company  vio- 

InH  i  "^  fopmodities  clause.  The  contract  was  declared  to  be  vlud 
^5U1  TIT47U  ^Tlt"^  °"  ^^"'  24, 1914  (213  Fed.  240, 6  F  Id 
decree  of  ihlnutr;7r^  Supreme  Court,  on  June  21. 1915,  reversed  the 
US  516  6  F^  n  ^-Sf I  T^  d-rections  to  grant  an  injunction  (238 
U.  b.  516,  6  F.  A.  D.  260).  A  decree  on  the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court 
was  entered  on  August  6,  1915,  enjoining  the  railroad  company  fr^  trans^ 
porting  in  interstate  commerce  coal  mined  or  purchased  by  h  and  pu^rting 

the  ranr^d  and^r'"  ?"'  """"P""/  ""^^^  '^'  '^°'"^<=*'  ^«d  enjo^i^l^  bZ 
SntrSt7lD."&  J  42%   °"^^      *™'"  """^'"^  °"*  "^^  P™^'^'°"^  °^  '^' 

,    j^^frL    Fj"****^*^**«^McCaskeyRegi8terCo.,Eq.  178:  Petition 

(N   D  OhSrr""  ''^\^^t^^'''^^'y  20^  1913.  in'ti:?  District  Court 
(N.  p.  Ohio)  against  the  McCaskey  Register  Company  and  others 

Se^ofA^rn??MT^T,VV?r4?J?,f"<^  monopolize  the  maLfacture  and 
m  ssed  thh?,^  n    ??GISTERS  and  appliances.  The  case  was  dis- 

s^iXrStheSr  °"  -^'""^'^  "•  ^'^'  (^  °-  ^^  J-  '♦^S)  on 

Worker  Ea"if.  P*t*,^  ""•  i''**!™^.  Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
,^°™'^' Eq..l4:   Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  24 

tS  Int"ern=fH^"YR'  ^T^*"",!  ^^^  ?J">  ^^^'''^t  the  two  local  unfons  of 
member,  t°"?  Brotherhood  of  E  ectrical  Workers,  their  officers  and 
with  thi  ;n.L  ^".^  K  '=?"^P'^^<:y  to  interfere  by  force  and  intimidation 

dLctee  temnnrlrf  ''"'•""■'  °^  *^  f  °'l^'  TELEGRAPH  Company.  A 
decree  temporarily  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  consoiracv 
was  entered  on  March  11,  1913  (1  D.  &  J.  427),  and  after  a  hearbg  the 
1914" (Td"  &  J%To')     P"''"'""^"*  ^y  ^  consent  decree  on  Feb^ary  27^ 

.    A  "fil    J{™**^  ^*****  ^-  ^"^  Products  Co.,  Eq.  10-122 :    Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  1,  1913.  in  the  District  Court  (^D 
tv.;  r    ^^?,'"^i  'he  Com  Products  Company  and  others,  alleging  that 

lon'^^'cSraoSXTT  l"';'^  P"^Pr^  °'  eliminatingUpetl! 
lion  in  i-UKW  l^KODUCTS,  had  acquired  contro  of  all  the  elucose 
plants  in  the  United  States  and  of  starch  factories  producing  64  per  cent 
of  the  total  production  in  the  United  States,  and  had  used  cfr^in  unfl"r 
trade  practices,  such  as  rebates  for  exclusive  dealing.  An  imerlocutorv 
consent  decree  was  entered  on  May  14.  1915.  ordering  a  dTssolS 
of  the  combination  of  two  of  the  defendants  (1  D.  &  J.  433)  On  Tune  24 
1916,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  and  its  dissolution  was 
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ordered  on  November  13,  1916  (234  Fed.  964,  6  F.  A.  D.  557)  (1  D.  & 
J.  440).  The  Supreme  Court  dismissed  the  appeal  of  the  defendants 
and  a  final  decree  of  dissolution  was  entered  on  March  31,  1919  (249 
U.  S.  621).  The  decree  was  modified  with  the  consent  of  the  govern- 
ment on  October  18,  1921. 

137.  United  States  v.  American  Thread  Co.,  Eq.  312:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  3, 1913,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.) 
against  the  American  Thread  Company  and  others,  alleging  that  the 
defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  trade  in  the  THREAD  industry 
by  means  of  intercorporate  stockholdings,  by  agreements  to  fix  prices, 
to  restrict  output,  and  to  divide  territory,  and  by  other  unfair  trade 
practices.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  June  2,  1914,  dissolving 
the  combination  and  enjoining  the  use  of  certain  unfair  trade  practices 
against  independent  manufacturers  (1  D.  &  J.  449).  Subsequently  an 
order  was  entered  modifying  the  decree  to  permit  compliance  with  the 
National  Recovery  Administration  code  for  the  cotton  textile  industry, 
approved  July  16,  1933.  On  August  27,  1934,  an  order  was  filed  modify- 
ing the  decree  so  as  to  permit  compliance  with  the  Code  of  Fair  Competi- 
tion for  the  Cotton  Textile  Industry  under  the  N.  L  R.  A. 

138.  United  States  v.  Burroughs  Adding  Machine  Co.,  Eq.  4: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  3,  1913,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  the  Burroughs  Adding  Machine  Company 
and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  trade  and  commerce 
in  ADDING  MACHINES  by  means  of  certain  unfair  trade  practices. 
A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining 
such  practices  and  forbidding  the  future  acquisition  of  competing 
companies  (1  D.  &  J.  457).  On  July  7,  1921,  the  decree  was  modified 
to  permit  the  acquisition  of  the  Moon-Hopkins  Billing  Machine  Com- 
pany by  the  defendant.  The  decree  was  modified  on  September  7, 
1922,  to  permit  the  defendants  to  acquire  a  controlling  interest  in  a 
company  to  be  organized  for  the  purpose  of  taking  over  the  adding 
machine  business  of  a  German  concern. 

139.  United  States  v.  American  Coal  Products  Co.,  Eq.  10-124: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  3,  1913,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Coal  Products  Company  and 
others,  alleging  a  combination  to  restrain  and  monopolize  the  supply  of 
COAL  TAR  by  the  elimination  of  competition  in  the  purchase  of  coal 
tar  and  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  TARRED  ROOFING  FELTS, 
COAL  TAR  PITCH,  and  other  coal  tar  products.  A  consent  decree 
was  entered  on  March  4,  1913,  ordering  a  dissolution  of  some  of  the 
defendants  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  com- 
bination (1  D.  &  J.461). 

140.  United  States  v.  Terminal  R.  R.  Ass'n,  Eq.  4148:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  4, 1913,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
Mo.)  against  the  Terminal  Railroad  Association  and  certain  named  rail- 
roads which  organized  and  became  members  of  the  St.  Louis  Coal 
Traffic  Bureau,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  eliminate  competition  in  RATES 
for  the  transportation  of  SOFT  COAL  from  the  state  of  Illinois  to  the 
city  of  St.  Louis,  Missouri.  The  rates  established  having  been  upheld 
by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  the  petition  was  dismissed 
without  prejudice  on  September  20,  1915  (1  D.  &  J.  469). 
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141  United  States  v.  New  Departure  Mfg.  Co.,  Eq.  48-A:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  27,  1913,  in  the  District  Court 
(W.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  New  Departure  Manufacturing  Company 
and  others  alleeine  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  BICYCLE  and  MOTORCYCLE  PARTS  and 
COASTER  BRAKES  by  means  of  license  agreements.  A  consent  de- 
cree was  entered  the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  conspiracy 
and  ordering  the  dissolution  of  the  Association  of  Coaster  Brake 
Licensees  (1  D.  &  J.  471). 

142.  United  States  v.  John  P.  White,  Cr.  1287 :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  7,  1913,  in  the  District  Court  (S.D. 
W.  Va.)  against  White  and  eighteen  other  members  of  the  United  Mine 
Workers  of  America,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  interfere  with  interstate 
commerce  in  coal  mined  in  West  Virginia.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered 
on  June  14, 1914  (1  D.  &  J.  804). 

143.  United  States  v.  Eastman  Kodak  Co..  Eq.  51-A:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  9,  1913,  in  the  District  Court  ( W.  D 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Eastman  Kodak  Company,  its  subsidiaries  and 
officers  alleging  a  monopoly  of  the  manufacture,  sale,  and  distribution 
of  PHOTOGRAPHIC  SUPPLIES  by  acquisition  of  about  twenty 
competitors,  by  acquisition  of  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  the  only  domes- 
tic and  foreign-made  paper  suitable  for  photographic  purposes,  and  by 
price  fixing  and  exclusive  dealing  arrangements,  etc.  On  A^^^t  Z4, 
1915,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  (226  Fed.  62,  5  F.  A.  D.  ^1). 
A  proposed  decree  for  the  dissolution  of  the  monopoly  submitted  by 
the  government  was  accepted  (230  Fed.  522.  5  F.  A.  D.  910),  and  a  final 
decree  was  entered  on  January  20, 1916,  perpetually  enjoining  the  com- 
bination and  ordering  a  plan  of  dissolution  to  be  presented  (1  D.  &  J. 
477)  On  January  31,  1921,  the  defendants  dismissed  their  appeal  to 
the  Supreme  Court  (255  U.  S.  578),  and  on  February  1,  1921,  a  decree 
was  entered  dissolving  the  combination.  Subsequently,  supplemental 
decrees  were  entered  May  13, 1926,  January  10,  1929,  and  June  25, 1935. 
construing  and  modifying  the  decree  of  dissolution  and  injunction. 

144.  United  States  v.  Quaker  Oats  Co..  Eq.  66 ;  Petition  under  the 
Sherman  Act  filed  June  11.  1913,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  III.) 
against  the  Quaker  Oats  Company  and  others,  alleging  a  combination 
to  restrain  and  monopolize  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  ROLLtU 
OATS  through  the  acquisition  of  the  Western  Cereal  Company  by  the 
Quaker  Oats  Company.  The  District  Court  dismissed  the  petition  on 
April  21, 1916  (232  Fed.  499,  6  F.  A.  D.  429)  (1  D.  &  J.  481).  The  gov- 
ernment dismissed  its  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  on  June  1.  IVZU 
(253  U.  S.  499). 

145.  United  States  v.  William  Hippcn,  Cr.  903 :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  25,  1913.  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D. 
Okla.)  against  Hippen,  the  Oklahoma  Brokerage  Company  and  two 
other  companies,  and  their  officers,  charging  a  consptracy  to  restrain 
and  monopolize  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  FRUITb  and  \t.Ut.' 
TABLES.  A  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained  and  the  indict- 
ment was  dismissed  on  October  1. 1913  (1  D.  &  J.  805). 

146.  United  States  v.  Robert  M.  Thompson:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  1,  1913,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
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N.  Y.)  against  Thompson  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  comer 
the  market  in  COTTON  on  the  New  York  Cotton  Exchange.  The 
defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $18,000  were 
imposed  in  December  1913  (1  D.  &  J.  807).    (See  No.  75.) 

147.  United  States  v.  American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.,  Eq. 
6082 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  24, 1913,  in  the  District 
Court  (Ore.)  against  the  American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Company 
and  others,  alleging  that  the  American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Com- 
pany, through  its  subsidiaries,  had  acquired  a  monopoly  of  the  TELE- 
PHONE business  on  the  Pacific  Coast  by  means  of  exclusive  contracts, 
etc.  During  the  trial  the  defendants  agreed  to  comply  with  the  demands 
of  the  government,  and  a  consent  decree  was  entered  March  26,  1914, 
perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  and 
canceling  the  exclusive  contracts  (1  D.  &  J.  483).  The  decree  was 
modified  September  7,  1914,  to  permit  the  consolidation  of  two  tele- 
phone exchanges  in  Spokane,  Washington  (1  D.  &  J.  497).  On  January 
9,  1919,  an  order  was  entered  modifying  the  decree  to  permit  Pacific 
Telegraph  &  Telephone  Co.  to  acquire  the  Home  Telephone  Co.,  and 
an  order  was  entered  October  20,  1922,  permitting  the  same  company 
to  acquire  the  Northwestern  Company. 

148.  United  States  v.  Reading  Company,  Equity  1095:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  commodities  clause  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  filed  September  2,  1913,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
Penn.)  against  the  Reading  Company  and  its  subsidiary  and  affiliated 
companies,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  trade  in 
ANTHRACITE  COAL  by  the  union  of  two  producing  companies 
through  a  holding  company,  and  by  the  use  of  leases  requiring  lessees 
to  ship  coal  exclusively  by  rail ;  and  further  alleging  that  the  combina- 
tion was  in  violation  of  the  commodities  clause.  On  July  3,  1915,  the 
court  rendered  a  decision  in  part  favorable  and  in  part  unfavorable  to 
the  government  (226  Fed.  229,  6  F.  A.  D.  290),  and  on  October  28, 
1915,  a  decree  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  and 
ordenng  the  dissolution  of  the  holding  company  (but  dismissing  the 
remainder  of  the  petition)  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  501).  On  cross- 
appeals,  the  Supreme  Court,  on  August  13,  1920,  affirmed  the  decree  of  the 
lower  court  in  part  and  reversed  it  in  part,  so  as  to  grant  the  government 
virtually  the  full  relief  asked  (253  U.  S.  26, 9  F.  A.  D.  1).  After  a  motion 
to  modify  the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court  had  been  denied,  an  inter- 
locutory decree  giving  injunctive  relief  pending  the  adoption  of  a  plan 
for  dissolution  was  entered  by  the  District  Court  on  October  8,  1920.  The 
District  Court,  after  several  hearings,  approved  a  compromise  plan  (273 
Y^f'^'  ^  ^'  ^'  ^'  ^^)>  ^"d  a  final  decree  on  mandate  was  entered  on  June 
6  1921.  Subsequently  a  committee  representing  the  common  stockholders 
So  io>:)^^^^"?  Company  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court,  which  on  May 
29.  1922,  modified  and  affirmed  the  decree  and  remanded  the  case  to 
the  District  Court  (259  U.  S.  156,  9  F.  A.  D.  588  sub  nom.  Continental 

i^oT^*^/  ^^'  ^'  ^"*'^^  ^^^^^^'  Reading  Co,,  et  al.),  where  on  June  28, 
1923,  a  final  decree  on  this  mandate  was  entered.  An  intervening  peti- 
tion to  set  aside  a  sale  of  stock  required  by  the  decree  was  dismissed 
on  August  8,  1923  (295  Fed.  551,  10  F.  A.  D.  234).  On  June  16,  1933, 
the  decree  was  modified  to  permit  the  transfer  of  certain  securities  held 
by  the  trustee  to  the  Reading  Company. 
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149.  United  States  v.  National  Wholesale  Jewelers*  Ass'n,  Eq. 
10-384:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  18, 1913,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  National  Wholesale  Jewelers' 
Association,  the  National  Association  of  Manufacturing  Jewelers,  and 
their  officers  and  members,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  the  sale  of 
JEWELRY  and  jewelry  products  to  those  not  classified  by  the  whole- 
salers' association  as  legitimate  wholesalers  or  jobbers.  On  January 
30,  1914,  a  consent  decree  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation 
of  the  conspiracy  and  the  acts  complained  of  was  entered  (1  D.  &  J.  509). 

150.  United  States  v.  American  Can  Co.,  Eq.  40:  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  29,  1913,  in  the  District  Court  (Md.) 
against  the  American  Can  Company  and  others,  alleging  a  combination 
in  restraint  of  trade  through  the  acquisition  by  the  American  Can  Com- 
pany of  competing  plants  which  produced  almost  90  per  cent  of  the  TIN 
CANS  then  manufactured  and  sold  in  the  United  States.  On  February 
23,  1916,  the  District  Court  held  that  the  American  Can  Company  had 
been  formed  to  monopolize  the  tin  can  business,  but  that  it  now  pro- 
duced little  more  than  the  aggregate  of  its  competitors  (230  Fed.  859, 
6  F.  A.  D.  450),  and  on  July  7, 1916,  refused  to  dissolve  the  combination 
(234  Fed.  1019,  6  F.  A.  D.  518).  A  decree  dismissing  the  petition  was 
entered  (1  D.  &  J.  525).  The  government  dismissed  its  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court  after  the  decision  in  United  States  v.  U.  S,  Steel  Corp., 
251  U.  S.  417,  8  F.  A.  D.  527.   (See  No.  98.) 

151.  United  States  v.  John  P.  White,  Cr.  2948 :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  1,  1913,  in  the  District  Court 
(Colo.)  against  White  and  other  officers  and  members  of  the  United 
Mine  Workers  of  America,  charging  a  combination  of  coal  miners  and 
mine  laborers  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  COAL.  A  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  January  8,  1916  (1  D.  &  J.  808),  at  the  govern- 
ment's request. 

152.  United  States  v.  Frank  J.  Hayes,  Cr.  2947  and  2948:  Indict- 
ments under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  1,  1913,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (Colo.)  against  Hayes  and  other  mine  workers,  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  interfere  with  the  mining  of  COAL  in  Colorado  and  its  trans- 
portation to  and  sale  in  other  states.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  ( 1  D.  & 
J.  809)  January  8,  1916,  on  request  of  the  government,  in  both  cases. 

153.  United  States  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  Eq.  3575:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  11,  1914,  in  the  District  Court 
(Utah)  against  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  and  others,  alleging  that 
the  control  of  the  Central  Pacific  RAILROAD  by  the  Southern  Pacific 
through  a  lease  and  stock  ownership  created  a  combination  in  restraint 
of  trade.  On  March  9,  1917,  the  District  Court  dismissed  the  petition 
(239  Fed.  998.  6  F.  A.  D.  845)  (1  D.  &  J.  601).  The  Supreme  Court 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  District  Court  on  May  29,  1922,  and 
ordered  that  the  control  be  relinquished  (259  U.  S.  214, 9  F.  A.  D.  612). 
On  February  6,  1923,  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  found  the 
control  to  be  in  the  public  interest  and  issued  an  order  authorizing  it 
(76  I.  C.  C.  508).  The  District  Court  upheld  this  order  on  June  18,  1923 
(290  Fed.  443,  9  F.  A.  D.  999),  and  entered  a  final  decree  in  conformity 
therewith. 
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154.  UmtedStatesv.LehighValleyR.R.  Co.,  Eq.  11-129:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  commodities  clause  of  the  Inter- 
state Commerce  Act,  filed  March  18,  1914,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 

l.hdu^u      ^^^'h^^'/t  y^"^y  Railroad  and  others,  alleging  that  the 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  had  acquired  a  virtual  monopoly  of  the  mining 

transportation,  and  sale  of  ANTHRACITE  COAL  by  purchasing  and 

easing  coal  lands  and  by  purchasing  stock  of  corporations  owning  such 

l^iVr.  f  "'i  ^^'  .^^1^^?^"^  ^^^*  t^^  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  was 
transporting  coal  in  violation  of  the  commodities  clause.   On  February  8. 

FA  n  ^sSw'r^  SP^'^^i'"'^''^^  ^^^  P^^^^ion  (225  Fed.  399,  6 
FA.  D.  280)  (1  D.  &  J.  527).  The  Supreme  Court,  on  Decembe;  6, 
1920,  reversed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  and  remanded  the  case 
n  ^  9qlTi7''oVA^"i^^^5.^^^^^^  dissolving  the  combination  (254 
y.-  ^^'^^l'  ^  ^'^/  J^U^^)-  After  the  issuance  of  an  interlocutory 
^o^^^A^""  February  24.  1921,  a  final  decree  was  entered  on  November  7, 
Twitf  ^°  iT^nol  ^^"^bination.  A  supplemental  decree  was  entered 
iJecember  12,  1928    approving  the  unification  of  the  Lehigh  Valley 

W  9«  ""I^^f  ^  ^""^  ^^^  ^^^'^^  ^^"^y  ^^^1  S^l^s  Company.  On  Novem- 
Der  Z«,  1932,  a  supplementary  decree  was  entered  modifying  the  final 
decree  to  permit  the  adoption  of  a  plan  for  the  payment  and  refund- 
ing of  mortage  bonds  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Company  maturing 
January  1,  1^33.    The  final  decree  was  modified  on  November  24  1934 
authorizing  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co.  and  the  trustees  of  the  Coxe 
Brothers  Incorporated  stock  to  pledge  the  stock  as  security  for  a  loan 
trom  the  Reconstruction  Finance  Corporation  subject  to  the  right  of 
the  trustee  to  redeem  any  part  thereof  upon  payment  of  the  security 
value  of  the  pledged  stock  in  the  event  of  sale.  On  August  20  1937  a 
decree  was  entered  declaring  that  an  agreement  dated  December  23   1924 
between  Coxe  Brothers  &  Company,  Inc.  and  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Com- 
pany, which  increased  the  royalty  rates  payable  under  an  earlier  lease,  vio- 
lated  the  decree  of  November  7,   1923,  and  was  void,  and  directing 
repayment  of  the  difference  between  the  royalty  rates.  On  November  18 
iy^7,  a  supplementary  decree  was  entered  modifying  the  final  decree  to  per- 
mit a  five-year  extension  of  the  five-year  notes  of  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal 
Company  maturing  January  1, 1938,  which  had  been  issued  pursuant  to 
uf  9Q    107"/  P^"  authorized  by  the  supplementary  decree  of  Novem- 
oer  Z5    ly^z.   An  appeal  taken  from  the  decree  of  August  20    1937 
was  allowed  on  October  18, 1937,  and  was  subsequently  dismissed  afte; 
tne  execution  of  a  compromise  agreement  with  the  approval  of  the 
?r!   u^^  ^u"'t-  ?."P,^tober  4, 1940  a  supplementarv  decree  was  entered 
to  a  low  the  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co.  and  the  Lehigh  Valley  Coal 
^o,  to  adopt  a  plan  for  the  postponement  of  interest  and  modifications 
ot  sinking  funds  pursuant  to  a  plan  dated  January  4,  1939. 

tl,.  It^'    ^"^A^"^  ^*^^^^  V  Robert  Knauer,  Cr.  2016 :  Indictment  under 
W.^™.^"  ^x^*  '^^"'"^^  J""^  ^'  1^1^'  i"  the  District  Court  (S   D 
or^J^vf  ^"^"^^^"^  Pther  members  of  the  National  Association 
of  Master  Plumbers,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  boycott  manufacturers 
and  dealers    n  PLUMBING  SUPPLIES  who  sold  t^  persons  n^^^ 

3TT9^  wf D'l^%'1r  r  •  ?'^  '^'^"^^"^^  ^'^'  foun!rs;Ma?ct 

01,  1915  (ID.  &  J.  810),  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit 
sustained  the  conviction  September  16, 1916  (237  Fed.  8,  6  F.  A  D.  ^sj; 
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and  fines  aggregating  $8,500  were  imposed  December  2,  1916  (ID. 
&  J.  812). 

156.  United  States  v.  American  Wringer  Co.,  Cr.  24:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  22,  1914,  in  the  District  Court 
(W.  D.  Penn.)  against  the  American  Wringer  Company  and  others, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in 
CLOTHES  WRINGERS.  On  November  10,  1914,  the  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $6,000  were  imposed 
(ID.  &  J.  822). 

157.  United  States  v.  Booth  Fisheries  Co.,  Cr.  2791 :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  20,  1914,  in  the  District  Court 
(W.  D.  Wash.)  against  the  Booth  Fisheries  Company  and  others,  charg- 
ing a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in  FRESH 
FISH.  On  March  13,  1918,  the  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  all 
individual  defendants  and  one  corporate  defendant.  The  remaining 
defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $13,000  were 
imposed. 

158.  United  States  v.  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  R.  R. 
Co.,  Eq.  11-301 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  23,- 1914,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  New  York,  New  Haven  & 
Hartford  Railroad  Company,  the  New  England  Navigation  Co.,  the 
Boston  Railroad  Holding  Co.,  and  the  Providence  &  Danielson  Railway 
Co.,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  RAILROAD,  TROLLEY, 
and  STEAMBOAT  TRANSPORTATION  in  New  England.  On 
October  17, 1914,  a  consent  decree  enjoining  the  conspiracy  was  entered 
(1  D.  &  J.  529).  The  government,  because  of  adverse  business  condi- 
tions, has  on  several  occasions  consented  to  an  extension  of  time  for 
compliance  with  the  decree,  and  the  decree  has  been  modified  on  several 
occasions  (1  D.  &  J.  562-584).  The  decree  was  modified  again  on 
November  25,  1925,  relieving  the  defendants  from  numerous  provisions 
of  the  decree  of  October  17,  1914.    (See  No.  61.) 

159.  United  States  v.  Western  Cantaloupe  Exchange :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  August  7,  1914,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  growers  and  distributors,  charging  a  combination 
to  restrain  and  monopolize  trade  in  CANTALOUPES.  The  indictment 
was  dismissed  and  the  desired  relief  was  sought  by  a  bill  in  equity. 
(See  No.  204.) 

160.  United  States  v.  Daniel  P.  Collins,  Cr.  29922:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  September  4,  1914,  in  the  Supreme 
Court  (D.  C.)  against  Collins  and  thirty  other  commission  merchants, 
charging  a  combination  to  fix,  arbitrarily  and  without  competition,  the 
prices  at  which  COUNTRY  PRODUCE  should  be  sold  in  the  District 
of  Columbia.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  one  of  the  defendants 
on  December  23, 1914,  and  as  to  another  on  May  5, 1915  (1  D.  &  J.  824, 
825).  After  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  had  been  overruled  (1  D.  & 
J.  825),  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines 
aggregating  $725  were  imposed  (1  D.  &  J.  826-827). 

161.  United  States  v.  William  McCoach,  Cr.  9 :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  5, 1914,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D. 
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Penn.)  agamst  McCoach  and  thirty-two  other  master  plumbers  and 
retail  dealers  m  plumbing  supplies,  charging  a  combination  to  monopo- 
lize the  business  of  selling  and  installing  PLUMBING  SUPPLIES 
A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  one  defendant  and  the  remaining 
thirty-two  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggre^atinff 
$5,265  were  imposed  on  December  28, 1916  (ID.  &  J.  828). 

162.  UnitedStatesv.  Chris  Irving,  Cr.  3837:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  31,  1914,  in  the  District  Court 
(Utah)  against  Irving  and  thirteen  other  master  plumbers  and  retail 
dealers  in  plumbing  supplies,  charging  a  combination  to  monopolize 
the  business  of  selling  and  installing  PLUMBING  SUPPLIES  A 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled  and  a  motion  to  quash' the 
indictment  was  denied  on  January  25,  1915.  A  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  on  October  9, 1916,  as  to  two  of  the  defendants,  and  the  remain- 

imU'ed^^^^^^^^  '"'  '"^^  aggregating  $7,250  were 

163.  United  States  V.William  Rockefeller:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  November  2, 1914  (which  was  superseded  by  an 
indictment  returned  February  26,  1915),  in  the  District  Court  (S  D. 
N.  Y )  against  Rockefeller  and  others,  directors  or  officers  or  both,  of 
the  New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company,  char^inW  a 
conspiracy  to  monopolize  the  TRANSPORTATION  FACILITIES  of 
New  England.  On  April  16,  1915,  several  defendants  were  granted 
separate  trials  (222  Fed.  534,  5  F.  A.  D.  844).  After  the  disposition 
of  numerous  demurrers,  pleas  in  abatement  and  other  dilatory  defenses, 
the  tnal  resulted  on  January  9, 1916,  in  a  disagreement  by  the  jury  as  to 
c^-^^  o?"^^"r^^"^  ^'"^  defendants  were  found  not  guilty  (1  D.  &  J. 
833).  Pleas  of  immunity  were  sustained  as  to  four  defendants,  and  a 
nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 

Qt,  ^^'  y^^^^^  Stattis  v.  Isaac  E.  Chapman:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  January  27,  1915,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
XM.  Y.)  against  Chapman  and  others,  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
?^l^u^^^T?Il?P°^^^^  mterstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  DERRICK. 
LIGHTERAGE,  and  WRECKING  BUSINESS  in  New  York  Harbor 
and  vicmity  and  along  the  Atlantic  Coast  of  the  United  States.  On  April 
i»J,  lyi^,  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained  (1  D.  &  J.  834). 

165.  Um^tedStatesv.CarlC.  King,  Cr.  1047:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  4, 1915  (which  was  superseded  by  an 
i"i-  T""^-  ""^^"^"f^  December  15,  1915),  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.) 
against  King  and  other  members  of  the  Aristook  Potato  Shippers 
Association,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  boycott  producers,  receivers  or 
dealers  of  POTATOES  who  were  adjudged  undesirable^brtlirw 
ciation  and  those  who  dealt  with  such  undesirables.  On  October  23 
PA  A  ^t?.^'*^^^  ^°  ^^^  indictment  was  overruled  (229  Fed.  275  6 
«7  CAA  ^      ^^  defendants  were  found  guilty  and  fines  aggregating 

$3,500  were  imposed  on  May  25, 1917  (1  D.  &  J.  835).  ss    s       g 

the  Sh^;^,^'^!*'^  ^T"^  !,•  ^'f^^^  ^'^''^''  ^'^^^  indictments  under 
Court  rvn  T^^^  ^^^^^"fV"  J^""^fy  l^<^  April  1915,  in  the  District 
court  (N.  p.  111.)  against  Artery  and  other  so-called  "business  agents" 
ot  Chicago  labor  unions,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  the  UNLOAD- 
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ING  in  Chicago  of  goods  shipped  from  other  states.  After  demurrers  to  the 
indictments  were  overruled,  three  of  the  defendants  were  found  guilty, 
and  after  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  had  been  overruled  on  Decem- 
ber 20, 1918,  fines  aggregating  $2,500  were  imposed.  Several  defendants 
under  other  indictments  pleaded  guilty  on  March  8,  1919,  and  fines 
aggregating  $2,000  were  imposed.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to 
the  remaining  indictment. 

167.  United  States  v.  Michael  Boyle,  Cr.  5648:  Two  indictments 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  27,  1915,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  the  first  against  Boyle  and  others,  the  second  against  Feeney 
and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  among  labor  unions  and  manufac- 
turers in  Chicago  to  eliminate  competition  and  to  aid  the  Chicago 
manufacturers  who  had  signed  wage  agreements  with  the  labor  unions 
by  preventing,  through  coercion,  boycott,  and  destruction  of  property, 
the  installation  in  Chicago  of  ELECTRICAL  APPLIANCES  and 
LIGHTING  FIXTURES  manufactured  elsewhere.  After  demurrers 
to  the  indictment  had  been  overruled,  Boyle  and  15  of  his  co-defendants 
were  found  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $20,000  were  imposed  March 
22,  1917  (1  D.  &  J.  836).  Boyle  and  one  co-defendant  were  each  sen- 
tenced to  imprisonment  for  one  year  (1  D.  &  J.  836).  The  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit,  affirmed  the  conviction  on  June  30,  1919 
(259  Fed.  803,  8  F.  A.  D.  488).  An  application  for  a  rehearing  was 
denied  June  30,  1919,  and  Boyle's  sentence  was  commuted  to  four 
months*  imprisonment.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  eight  of 
the  defendants.  The  trial  of  the  Feeney  case  was  postponed  awaiting 
the  outcome  of  the  Boyle  case.  On  October  31,  1923,  motions  to  dis- 
miss, etc.,  were  denied,  three  of  the  individual  defendants  and  five  of 
the  corporate  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $6,000 
were  imposed,  the  case  being  dismissed  as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 

168.  United  States  v.  S.  F.  Bowser  &  Co.,  Eq.  117 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  10, 1915,  in  the  District  Court  (Ind.)  against 
Bowser  &  Company  and  others,  alleging  a  combination  to  eliminate 
competition  and  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  PUMPS, 
TANKS,  and  equipment  for  the  storage  and  handling  of  GASOLINE 
and  other  inflammable  liquids  by  unfair  and  illegal  practices.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of 
the  combination  and  the  practices  complained  of  (1  D.  &  J.  587). 

169.  United  States  v.  United  Shoe  Machinery  Corp.,  Eq.  4489: 
Petition  under  the  Clayton  Act  filed  October  18,  1915,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  the  United  Shoe  Machinery  Corporation 
and  others,  alleging  that  the  United  Shoe  Machinery  Corporation, 
which  manufactured  95  per  cent  of  the  SHOE  MACHINERY  used  in 
the  United  States,  some  of  which  it  manufactured  exclusively,  leased 
such  machinery  on  the  condition  that  the  lessee  should  not  use  the 
machinery  or  supplies  of  a  competitor.  A  temporary  injunction  against 
the  enforcement  of  any  of  the  tying  clauses  in  the  leases  was  granted 
on  October  18,  1915,  and  a  preliminary  injunction  was  granted  on 
November  12,  1915  (227  Fed.  507,  5  F.  A.  D.  784)  (1  D.  &  J.  593-594). 
On  May  1,  1916,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Eighth  Circuit,  denied 
the  government's  motions  to  strike  out  certain  parts  of  the  record  and 
to  dismiss  the  appeal,  whereupon  the  government  consented  to  an  order 
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reversing  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  granting  the  preliminary 
injunction  (1  D.  &  J.  598).  Subsequently,  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  peti- 
tion was  denied  by  the  District  Court  (234  Fed.  127,  5  F.  A.  D.  791).  On 
March  31,  1920,  the  District  Court  held  the  Clayton  Act  constitutional 
and  the  leases  in  question  unlawful  (264  Fed.  138,  8  F.  A.  D.  683),  and 
on  May  12,  1920,  a  final  decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the 
use  of  such  leases.  The  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  on  April  17,  1922  (258  U.  S.  451,  8  F.  A.  D.  737),  and 
defendant's  motion  to  interpret  this  opinion  was  denied  on  October 
9,  1922. 

170.  United  States  v.  Franz  Rintelen :  Indictment  under  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  December  28,  1915,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Rintelen  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  prevent 
the  shipment  of  MUNITIONS  of  war  and  military  and  naval  stores  to 
foreign  nations  by  creating  labor  trouble  in  various  manufacturing 
plants.  On  June  29,  1916,  a  motion  to  quash  the  indictment  was  denied 
(233  Fed.  793,  6  F.  A.  D.  524).  Three  of  the  defendants  were  found 
guilty  and  each  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  one  year;  the  trial 
of  the  remaining  defendants  resulted  in  a  disagreement  by  the  jury 
(1  D.  &  J.  839).  The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit,  affirmed 
the  convictions  on  June  4,  1919  (sub  nom.  Lamar  v.  United  States,  260 
Fed.  561,  8  F.  A.  D.  508),  and  the  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari  on 
October  27,  1919  (250  U.  S.  673).  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to 
the  defendant  Fowler  on  May  3,  1920. 

171.  United  States  v.  Franz  Bopp,  Cr.  5885  and  5870 :  Indictments 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  11,  1916,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  Bopp  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy 
to  prevent  the  shipment  of  MUNITIONS  of  war  and  military  and  naval 
stores  to  foreign  nations  at  war  with  Germany  and  Austro-Hungary  by 
bombing  manufacturing  plants,  railroads,  and  ships.  On  March  3,  1916, 
a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained  (230  Fed.  723).  The  next 
day  the  defendants  were  re-indicted  and  a  plea  in  abatement  was  over- 
ruled, and  on  March  23,  1916,  a  motion  to  quash  the  indictment  was 
denied  (232  Fed.  177).  A  motion  to  consolidate  the  two  indictments 
was  granted  on  November  11, 1916  (237  Fed.  283,  6  F.  A.  D.  705).  Five 
defendants  were  found  guilty  on  January  10,  1917,  and  each  was  sen- 
tenced to  imprisonment  for  one  year,  and  fines  aggregating  $20,000 
were  imposed  on  four  of  the  defendants  on  January  22,  1917  (1  D.  & 
J.  840-848).  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  remaining  defendants 
January  2, 1919  and  August  30, 1928. 

172.  United  States  v.  S.  H.  Cowell,  Cr.  C.  7308-22:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  27, 1916,  in  the  District  Court 
(Ore.)  against  Cowell  and  other  officers  and  agents  of  nine  companies 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  PORTLAND  CEMENT, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  apportion  territory  and  to  fix  prices.  On  April 
30  and  December  10,  1917,  a  majority  of  the  defendants  pleaded  guilty 
and  fines  aggregating  $17,500  were  imposed  (1  D.  &  J.  849,  851).  The 
demurrers  of  the  two  remaining  defendants  were  overruled  on  Tulv 
16,  1917  (243  Fed.  730,  6  F.  A.  D.  1003),  and  the  trial  resulted  in  a 
disagreement  by  the  jury.  Upon  a  re-trial,  the  defendants  were  found 
guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $7,500  were  imposed.  The  Circuit  Court 
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^95  p'ed^sV?  m  F^A ^^^  *^^  convictions  February  26,  1924 

14  7Q  i^^P..^^'^^"^  f  ^*!^  el  P^-American  Commission  Corp.,  Eq. 
trtct  Cour  /^n^M  ^^^^^  Sherman  Act  filed  July  30.  1917,  in  the  Dis- 
!f^^o.-  i    .?•  ^'  -f •)  .^S^ai^st  the  Pan-American  Commission  Cor- 

poration and  others  allegmg  a  combination  to  monopolize  the  sale  and 
ncrease  the  price  of  SISAL  which  is  used  in  the  manufacture  of  binder 
twine.  The  contract  forming  the  basis  of  this  suit  was  cancelled  by 
agreement  of  the  parties  in  January  1918,  and  the  Pan-American  Com- 
mission Corporation  was  dissolved  in  February  1918.  The  defendants, 
in  July  1918,  made  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  petition  on  the  ground  that 
the  questions  in  issue  had  become  moot.  The  District  Court  granted 

Sent'^mW  ^n"fS?R^H-^^^^  ^^^^  l'"^'  ^)  ""^  ^  ^^^^^^  ^^«  ^"^^^^^  on 
September  20,  1918,  dismissing  the  petition  without  prejudice. 

„  A  ^^?l  Yl"*^^  ^^A^*  ^-  J^"^^  Creamery  Co.,  Cr.  610:  Indictment 
r  Z  hi  ^hf  "^a".  Act  returned  February  24,  1917,  in  the  District 
Court  (Idaho)  against  the  Jensen  Creamery  Company  and  others, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
i'J^^c^^^  }^^^r  ^"l^  commerce  in  CREAMERY  and  DAIRY  PROD- 
UCTS in  the  Northwestern  States.  In  February  1919,  the  Jensen  Com- 
pany  pleaded  guilty  and  a  fine  of  $7,500  was  imposed.  The  remaining 
aetcndants  were  found  not  guilty. 

175.  United  States  v.  Aileen  Coal  Co. :  Indictment  under  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  March  5,  1917,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D  N  Y ) 
against  the  Aileen  Coal  Company  and  others,  charging  a  combination 
rr^i  "^;i;j^H"\.P"c<^s  and  terms  of  sale  of  SEMI-BITUMINOUS 

A  r  -^  *^<^  .^".^ictment  was  dismissed  as  to  some  of  the  defendants 
ancl  the  remaining  defendants  were  found  not  guilty  on  July  12.  1917 
(1  D.  &  J.  853).  o       y        J    J      » 

176.  United  States  V.  Algoma  Coal  &  Coke  Co. :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  5,  1917,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Algoma  Coal  &  Coke  Company  and  others,  charging 
xt^t'^c  ^^??  l^  eliminate  competition  in  the  sale  of  SEMI-BITUMI- 
XsJUUb  COAL  by  an  agreement  providing  for  the  sale  of  coal  through  a 
common  sales  agency  at  uniform  prices  and  terms  of  sale.  In  view  of 
the  verdict  of  acquittal  in  the  preceding  case,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  en- 
tered on  July  19, 1917  (1  D.  &  J.  855).  ^        qui  was  en 

177.  United  States  v.  Baker- Whiteley  Coal  Co.,  Cr.  1-la:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  9,  1917,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  p.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Baker-Whiteley  Coal  Company,  charg- 
ing a  combination  to  fix  uniform  maximum  prices  and  uniform  terms 
of  sale  of  BUNKER  COAL.  About  one-half  of  the  defendants,  who 
were  likewise  defendants  in  the  Aileen  case,  No.  175,  entered  pleas  in 
bar  of  autrefois  acquit  on  the  ground  that  the  transactions  constituted 
part  of  the  offenses  charged  in  the  Aileen  case.  These  pleas  were  sus- 
tained by  the  District  Court  on  July  20,  1917,  and  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  as  to  the  remaining  defendants  on  November  1, 1917  (1  D.  &  J. 
o5o) . 

178.  United  States  v.  William  A.  Simpson,  Cr.  32, 682 :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  2,  1917,  in  the  Supreme  Court 
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^^*  ^*l  ?f?J"r^^^^"?P^2?  ^"^  Others,  charging  an  agreement  to  fix  the 
price  of  MILK  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  en- 
tered  on  April  23,  1923. 

A  11^'  ciy^^^^^  ^.^^ ""'  ^^^S:c  H.  Mead,  Cr.  9-371 :  Indictment  un- 
/I""  A  xT^^'^"'^''  A^^  returned  April  12,  1917,  in  the  District  Court, 
ii>.  U.  IN.  Y.)  against  Mead  and  others,  charging  a  combination  to  in- 
crease the  price  of  NEWSPRINT  PAPER  by  eliminating  competition, 
by  cooperating  to  discourage  the  erection  of  new  mills  or  the  installa- 
tion of  new  machinery,  by  making  simultaneous  representations  as 
to  the  alleged  increased  cost  of  production  and  the  alleged  shortage  of 
paper  and  by  curtailing  production.  On  November  26, 1917,  five  of  the 
defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $11,000  were 
imposed.  The  case  was  dismissed  as  to  one  of  the  defendants  for  lack 
of  evidence  and  continued  as  to  the  remaining  defendant  until  he  re- 
turned to  the  United  States  (1  D.  &  J.  860).  On  November  20,  1923,  a 
No  192T^^^"*  ^^^  entered  as   to  the  remaining  defendant.      (See 

180.  United  States  V.  Chicago  Mosaic  &  Tiling  Co.,  Cr.  6068 :  In- 
dictment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  5,  1917,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  p.  111.)  against  the  Chicago  Mosaic  &  Tiling  Company  and 
S^T^^M  "35"^^*^''^  ^"^  representatives  of  members  of  the  Chicago  Mantel 

•  ;,V  A  T  t"^^>t^^^  Association,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade 
in  WALL  AND  FLOOR  TILES  by  refusing  to  deal  with  non-mem- 
bers by  inducing  manufacturers  to  refuse  to  sell  tiles  to  non-members, 
and  by  maintaining  uniform  prices,  etc.  After  a  demurrer  to  the  indict- 
ment was  overruled  on  February  12, 1918,  the  indictment  was  dismissed 
as  to  all  individual  defendants  on  February  11,  1924,  and  the  remaining 
twelve  corporate  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $7  500 
were  imposed.  oo    o       o  t  » 

181.  United  States  v.  National  Ass'n  of  Master  Plumbers,  Eq.  151 : 
fw  ^l^''o"^'"x^^^  Sherman  Act  filed  May  19, 1917,  in  the  District  Court 

•  «?•  ^^""-^  against  the  National  Association  of  Master  Plumbers 
Its  affiliated  state  and  local  associations,  and  their  officers  and  members' 
alleging  a  combination  to  restrain  trade  in  PLUMBING  SUPPLIES 
by  concertedly  refusing  to  sell  goods  which  they  did  not  themselves 
install  and  by  refusing  to  patronize  manufacturers  and  wholesale  deal- 
ers who  sold  plumbing  supplies  directly  to  consumers  or  to  non-member 
retailers.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  the  same  day  perpetually 
enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  603). 

182.  UnitcdStatcsv.M.Piowaty&  Sons,  Cr.  1236:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  24,  1917,  in  the  District  Court 
(Mass.)  against  M.  Piowaty  &  Sons  and  other  members  of  the  National 
Union  Association,  charging  a  combination  to  'control  the  northern 
onion  crop  and  to  regulate  the  quantity  placed  on  the  market  by  fixing 
and  raising  the  prices  of  ONIONS  withheld  by  them  until  the  onions 
owned  by  non-members  had  been  sold.  On  September  12,  1917,  a 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained  as  to  the  first  count  and  over- 
ruled as  to  the  second  count  (251  Fed.  375,  8  F.  A.  D.  217).  In  March, 
1918  five  of  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregat- 
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ing  $1,250  were  imposed.   A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  remain- 
ing defendants,  March,  1918  and  July,  1919. 

183.  United  States  v.  Oilman:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  June  2,  1917,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against 
Oilman  and  others,  each  a  dealer  in  eggs  and  a  member  of  the  Chicago 
Butter  &  Egg  Board,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  by  pur- 
chasing large  quantities  of  EGGS  as  dealers  and  then  concertedly 
adopting  and  following  a  practice  of  making  fictitious  trades  on  the 
Board  at  prices  higher  than  the  true  market  prices,  thereby  artificially 
enhancing  the  price  of  eggs  throughout  a  large  section  of  the  country. 
On  February  27,  1918,  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled  and 
in  September  1921,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered. 

184.  United  States  v.  New  England  Fish  Exchange,  Eq.  810 :  Pe- 
tition under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  Clayton  Act  filed  June  21,  1917, 
in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  the  New  England  Fish  Exchange 
and  others,  alleging  that  practically  all  the  FRESH  FISH  brought  in 
on  the  North  Atlantic  Coast  were  marketed  through  the  Exchange, 
and  that  the  exclusion  of  non-members  from  trading  privileges,  the 
fixing  of  maximum  buying  prices  and  minimum  selling  prices,  and 
certain  other  regulations  of  the  Exchange  violated  the  Sherman  Act ; 
and  further  alleging  that  the  acquisition  of  stock  control  by  two  of  the 
member  companies  of  the  great  majority  of  the  remaining  member 
companies  substantially  lessened  competition  in  violation  of  Section  7 
of  the  Clayton  Act.  On  July  11,  1919,  the  combination  was  declared 
illegal  (258  Fed.  732, 8  F.  A.  D.  427),  and  on  December  4, 1919,  a  decree 
was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combina- 
tion and  effecting  the  dissolution  of  several  of  the  defendants  in  accord- 
ance with  a  plan  suggested  by  the  court.  A  motion  to  modify  the  decree 
was  denied  on  January  16,  1923  (292  Fed.  511,  8  F.  A.  D.  456).  An 
order  denying  subsequent  application  for  modification  of  the  decree 
was  entered  on  April  20, 1926. 

185.  United  States  v.  Walter  G.  St.  Clair,  Cr.  32,  953 :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  6,  1917,  in  the  Supreme  Court 
(D.  C.)  against  St.  Clair  and  others,  agents  of  two  baking  companies, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  and  raise  arbitrarily  the  price  of  BREAD 
and  to  refuse  to  sell  bread  to  dealers  who  declined  to  maintain  the  estab- 
lished price.    A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  February  21,  1918. 

186.  United  States  v.  National  Retail  Monument  Dealers  Ass'n, 
Cr.  682:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  24,  1917,  in 
the  District  Court  (Md.)  against  the  National  Retail  Monument  Deal- 
ers Association  and  others,  charging  a  combination  to  boycott  pro- 
ducers, manufacturers,  and  wholesalers  of  MONUMENTS  and  ME- 
MORIALS who  sold  to  those  not  regarded  by  the  Association  as 
legitimate  dealers.  On  September  12,  1917,  the  defendants  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $6,255  were  imposed  (1  D.  &  J. 
858). 

187.  United  States  v.  Nash  Bros.,  Cr.  2745 :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  July  30,  1917,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.) 
against  Nash  Brothers  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize 
trade  in  FRUIT  by  seeking  to  prevent  competitors  from  purchasing 
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fruit  from  growers  and  distributors  and  by  cutting  prices  to  cause 
competitors  to  sustain  losses  in  the  sale  of  any  fruit  purchased.  A 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled  in  September  1917,  and  after 
a  new  indictment  was  returned  on  February  27,  1918,  a  demurrer  to  this 
indictment  was  sustained.  On  June  30,  1919,  an  order  was  entered 
dismissing  the  case. 

188.  United  States  V.William  M.Webster:  Indictment  under  the 
bherman  Act  returned  August  30,  1917,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Webster  and  other  members  of  the  National  Association 
ot  Automobile  Accessory  Jobbers,  an  association  composed  of  the 
^?>"oT?rc  ."^^"^^a^^turers  and  jobbers  of  AUTOMOBILE  ACCES- 
bUKIES  m  the  United  States,  charging  a  combination  to  restrain  and 
monopolize  trade  in  automobile  accessories. 

The  trial  started  January  14,  1919,  and  one  of  the  defendants  was 
dismissed  during  the  trial.  On  February  7, 1919,  a  verdict  of  not  guilty 
was  returned  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  August  19,  1927  as  to  two 
corporate  defendants. 

A  A^^cu  ^^*^^  f^^^^^  V.  Adolph  C.  Kluge,  Eq.  14-343 :  Petition  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  8,  1917,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
rg.  Y.)  against  Kluge  and  others  as  members  of  the  Woven  Label 
Manufacturers  Association,  an  association  composed  of  practically  all 
the  woven  label  manufacturers  in  the  United  States,  alleging  a  combi- 
nation and  conspiracy  to  adopt  rules,  regulations,  and  policies  designed 
T?D c"^ A  o c  "^'"^*^*  and  direct  the  entire  trade  in  LABELS,  HANG- 
^K'^  i\B^,  and  like  articles.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  the  same 
day  dissolving  the  Association  and  enjoining  the  acts  complained  of 
(1  u.  &  J.  631). 

A  i^'cu^"^^^  ^}^^^  ^-  ^^"«  Medicine  Co.,  Eq.  4802 :  Petition  un- 
f^  ^^?^f"'^"  Act  filed  November  12,  1917,  in  the  District  Court 
(ED  Mo.)  against  the  Paris  Medicine  Company,  alleging  that  it  fur- 
nished quantities  of  free  goods  to  dealers  who  signed  agreements 

A^T?f?l!^V^xJ\.o''^'l  ""^^^^^  P**^^^^  ^^  PROPRIETARY  AND  PATENT 
MtUlLlNES.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  November  13,  1917 
enjoining  the  defendant  from  further  attempting  to  control  the  resale 
price  of  Its  products  by  this  means  (1  D.  &  J.  635). 

«nH.r^^;.  V^'^^"^  ^^l^'l  ^'  '^^°?\s  E.  Barton,  Cr.  3666:  Indictment 
Cntrl  mr  n  T.^"x  A^^^-^turned  November  14,  1917,  in  the  District 
L,ourt  (W.  D.  Va.)  against  Barton  and  others,  wholesale  and  rf^tnil 
dealers  in  GROCERIES  at  Danville,  Virginia,  chaTginJa  combl^^^^^^^^^ 
and  conspiracy  to  interfere  with  the  business  of  the  Piedmont  Cash 
Yo^yZ^  ^^";P^"y  ^"  that  city.  The  District  Court  on  November  16 
1917,  directed  the  jury  to  find  the  defendants  not  guilty  on  the  ground 
that  no  interstate  commerce  was  involved  (1  D.  &  J.  859)  A  nolle  nro- 
sequi  was  entered  April  9,  1918.  ^       ^  *  ^  ^"^^ 

192.  United  States  v.  George  H.  Mead,  Eq.  14-384-  Petition  un 
%'  n  M  ^vT^""  ^^^  ^.l^"^  November  26,  1917,  in  the  District  Court, 
ir  ;  ^'  ^'^  against  Mead  and  others,  members  of  the  News  Print 
Manufacturers;  Association,  alleging  a  combination  to  increase  the 
oner'.t-^  NEWSPRINT  PAPER  by  eliminating  competilionTg  co! 
operating  to  discourage  the  erection  of  new  mills  or  the  installation  of 
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new  machinery;  by  making  simultaneous  representations  as  to  the 
alleged  increased  cost  of  production  and  the  alleged  shortage  of  paper ; 
and  by  curtailing  production.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  the  same 
day  dissolving  the  Association  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  opera- 
tion of  the  combination  ( 1  D.  &  J.  637).  In  addition,  the  defendant  manu- 
facturers, who  produced  more  than  50  per  cent  of  the  total  newsprint  paper 
consumed  in  the  United  States,  entered  into  an  agreement  the  same  day  with 
the  Attorney  General  of  the  United  States,  as  trustee,  covering  a  period 
beginning  April  1,  1918,  and  continuing  until  three  months  after  the  Euro- 
pean War,  by  which  they  agreed  to  abide  by  prices  and  terms  of  sale  to  be 
fixed  by  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  (subject  to  review  by  a  Circuit 
Judge  for  the  Second  Circuit  as  arbitrator)  and  to  charge  certain  fixed 
prices  during  the  month  that  the  Commission  was  making  the  necessary 
investigations  (1  D.  &  J.  640).  The  Commission  fixed  the  prices  for 
rolled  newsprint  paper  in  carload  and  less  than  carload  lots,  and  the 
manufacturers  thereafter  asked  that  the  prices  be  reviewed  by  the 
Circuit  Judge.  On  September  25,  1918,  the  Circuit  Judge  ordered  that 
the  award  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  be  modified.  (See 
No.  179.) 

193.  United  States  v.  Grant  F.  Discher,  Eq.  14-393:  Petition  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  4,  1917,  in  the  District  Court, 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Discher  and  others,  members  of  the  Automobile 
Bumper  Association,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  formed  a  combi- 
nation to  eliminate  competition  and  control  trade  in  AUTOMOBILE 
BUMPERS  by  organizing  the  Automobile  Bumper  Association  and 
assigning  to  it  all  letters  patent  controlled  by  members  and  by  issuing 
to  the  members  identical  manufacturing  licenses  with  restrictive  provi- 
sions which  enabled  them  to  control  prices  and  practically  all  of  the 
details  of  their  business.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  the  same  day 
dissolving  the  Association  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  opera- 
tion of  the  combination  (1  D.  &  J.  645,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  VI,  116138).  On  January  22,  1919,  a  motion  by  certain 
of  the  defendants  for  a  modification  of  the  decree  was  denied  (255 
Fed.  719,  8  F.  A.  D.  349). 

194.  United  States  v.  Constantine  Belfi,  Cr.  39:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  6,  1917,  in  the  District  Court, 
(E.  D.  Penn.)  against  Belfii  and  others,  officers  and  members  of  the  Phila- 
delphia Tile,  Mantel  &  Grate  Association,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
prevent  other  persons  and  firms  from  engaging  in  business  as  retailers 
of  TILE  by  refusing  to  admit  others  to  the  Association,  by  refusing  to 
buy  from  manufacturers  who  sold  to  non-members,  and  by  inducing 
members  of  the  Tile  Layers'  Union  to  threaten  to  refuse  to  set  tiles  if 
sold  to  non-members.  On  April  8,  1918,  ten  defendants  were  found 
guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $9,000  were  imposed.  After  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  was  granted  as  to  eleven  of  the  remaining  defendants,  the 
government  dismissed  the  indictment  as  to  them.  On  June  18,  1919, 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third  Circuit,  affirmed  the  conviction 
of  eight  of  the  ten  defendants  and  ordered  a  new  trial  for  the  remaining 
defendants  (259  Fed.  822,  8  F.  A.  D.  496).  On  May  10,  1920,  the  fines 
imposed  were  remitted  by  the  President  and  on  June  25,  1920,  a  condi- 
tional pardon  was  filed  as  to  the  eight  defendants. 
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195.  United  States  v.  Colgate  &  Co.,  Cr.  1294:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  18,  1917,  in  the  District  Court 
(E.  D.  Va.)  against  Colgate  &  Company,  charging  that  the  defendant 
was  restraining  trade  in  SOAPS  and  TOILET  ARTICLES  by  indicat- 
mg  to  dealers,  orally  and  through  letters  and  circulars,  the  prices  it 
desired  to  have  maintained,  and  by  placing  dealers  who  failed  to  main- 
tain such  prices  on  so-called  "suspended  lists"  and  refusing  them  further 
supplies  until  they  gave  assurance  that  the  prices  fixed  would  be  main- 
tamed.  On  October  29,  1918,  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sus- 
tained (253  Fed.  522,  8  F.  A.  D.  320),  and  on  June  2,  1919,  this  decision 
was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  (250  U.  S.  300,  8  F.  A.  D.  331). 
(See  No.  212.)  ^ 

196.  United  States  v.  Booth  Fisheries  Co.,  Civil  146 :  Petition  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  13,  1918,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D. 
Wash.)  against  the  Booth  Fisheries  Company  and  others  marketing 
halibut  on  the  North  Pacific  Coast,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  maxi- 
mum buying  and  minimum  selling  prices  for  HALIBUT.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
operation  of  the  combination. 

197.  United  States  v.  Intcrlaken  Mills,  Civil  15-92 :  Petition  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  15,  1918,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  agamst  Interlaken  Mills  and  others  controlling  90  per  cent  of 
the  BOOK  CLOTH  manufactured  in  the  United  States,  alleging  a  com- 
bmation  to  fix  the  price  of  such  cloth.  A  consent  decree  was  entered 
the  same  day  dissolving  the  combination.  This  decree  was  modified  by 
the  District  Court  on  July  24, 1919.  Subsequently  the  decree  was  again 
modified  to  permit  compliance  with  the  National  Recovery  Administra- 
tion code  for  the  leather  cloth  and  lacquered  fabrics,  window  shade 
cloth  and  roller,  and  book  cloth  and  impregnated  fabric  industries,  ap- 
proved May  3, 1934. 

t 

198.  United  States  v.  Victor  Talking  Machine  Co.,  Eq.  15-110: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  3,  1918,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Victor  Talking  Machine  Company,  alleging 
a  combination  to  restrain  trade  in  TALKING  MACHINES,  talking 
machine  records,  and  appliances  for  use  in  connection  therewith.  A 
consent  decree  was  entered  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  opera- 
tion of  the  combination.  A  modification  of  decree  as  to  retention  of 
jurisdiction  was  entered  March  28,  1922. 

199.  United  States  v.  Ironitc  Co.,  Cr.  12-413 :  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  10,  1918,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Ironite  Company  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy 
to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  in  pulverized,  powdered, 
and  finely  divided  IRON  and  other  like  metal  or  metal-contained  ma- 
terial used  in,  or  in  connection  with,  concrete  construction  work.  A 
petition  in  equity  was  also  filed  to  enjoin  the  same  defendants  from 
continuing  the  acts  complained  of  in  the  indictment.  (See  No.  209.) 
The  indictment  was  dismissed  on  March  20,  1920,  after  the  defendants 
had  consented  to  an  entry  of  a  decree  in  the  civil  case. 

200.    United  States  v.  A.  Schrader's  Son,  Inc.,  Cr.  4037 :    Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  19,  1918,  in  the  District  Court 


M,    I 

f'i 


114 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


(N.  D.  Ohio)  against  A.  Schrader's  Son,  Inc.,  a  manufacturer  of 
VALVES,  VALVE  PARTS,  PNEUMATIC  PRESSURE  GAUGES, 
and  various  other  accessories  for  use  in  connection  with  pneumatic 
tires,  charging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  with  tire  manufac- 
turers and  with  jobbers  to  suppress  competition  and  to  raise  and  main- 
tain prices  by  the  execution  of  uniform  resale  price  contracts,  which 
required  the  manufacturers  and  jobbers  to  resell  such  products  to  re- 
tailers and  consumers  at  prices  fixed  by  the  defendant ;  and  by  refusing 
to  sell  to  those  manufacturers  and  jobbers  who  did  not  enter  into  such 
contracts  or  who  did  not  maintain  the  prices  fixed  by  defendant.  A 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained  September  24,  1919  (264 
Fed.  175,  8  F.  A.  D.  571).  The  Supreme  Court,  on  March  1,  1920, 
reversed  the  judgment  and  remanded  the  case  to  the  District  Court  for 
further  proceedings  (252  U.  S.  85, 8  F.  A.  D.  586).  The  defendant,  hav- 
ing consented  to  a  decree  in  a  civil  suit  instituted  by  the  government, 
which  enjoined  the  unlawful  practice  (see  case  No.  260)  and  having 
paid  all  the  costs  and  expenses  in  both  the  civil  and  criminal  cases,  a 
nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  October  11,  1923. 

201.  United  States  v.  Button  Export  &  Trading  Corp.,  Eq.  4019: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  28, 1918,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  Iowa)  against  the  Button  Export  &  Trading  Corporation  and 
others,  alleging  a  combination  to  control  all  phases  of  the  fresh  water 
PEARL  BUTTON  industry  by  forming  an  association  which  received 
and  distributed  detailed  information  as  to  trade  conditions,  by  forming 
a  corporation  which  contracted  with  the  sole  manufacturer  of  certain 
patented  automatic  button  machines  for  the  entire  output  of  such  ma- 
chines for  their  own  use ;  and  by  entering  into  a  plan  to  purchase  their 
requirements  of  shells  through  a  single  agency  at  agreed  prices.  A 
consent  decree  was  entered  the  same  day  dissolving  the  combination 
and  enjoining  the  practices  complained  of. 

202.  United  States  v.  American  Cone  &  Wafer  Co.,  Equity  155: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  13,  1918,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  Ohio)  against  the  American  Cone  &  Wafer  Company,  a  manufac- 
turer of  ICE  CREAM  CONES,  alleging  a  combination  to  fix  and  maintain 
uniform  resale  prices  by  contracts  with  jobbers  and  by  refusing  to 
make  sales  to  jobbers  who  did  not  maintain  such  prices.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  on  August  3,  1918,  enjoining  the  further  operation 
of  the  combination. 

203.  United  States  v.  Sumatra  Purchasing  Corporation,  Cr.  15-35 : 
Indictments  under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  returned 
October  7, 1918,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Sumatra 
Purchasing  Corporation  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  monop- 
olize the  purchase  of  Sumatra  LEAF  TOBACCO  in  foreign  countries 
and  its  importation  into  and  sale  throughout  the  United  States.  On 
April  13,  1920,  the  corporate  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  to  the 
indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  and  a  fine  of  $5,000  was  imposed  on 
each  defendant.  Both  indictments  were  dismissed  as  to  the  individual 
defendants,  and  the  indictment  under  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  was  dis- 
missed as  to  the  corporate  defendants.    (See  No.  213.) 

204.  United  States  v.  Western  Cantaloupe  Exchange,  Equity 
5460:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  9,  1918,  in  the  Dis- 
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trict  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  growers  and  distributors  of  CANTA- 
LOUPES, alleging  a  combination  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
m  cantaloupes  grown  in  the  Imperial  Valley  of  California  by  means  of 
contracts  between  the  Western  Cantaloupe  Exchange  and  its  members. 
A  consent  decree  was  entered  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  oper- 
ation of  the  combination. 

205.  United  States  v.  Klaxon  Horn  Co.,  Eq.  2005 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  3,  1918,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.) 
agamst  the  Klaxon  Horn  Company,  alleging  a  combination  to  fix  and 
mamtain  uniform  resale  prices  of  AUTOMOBILE  HORNS  by  means 
of  contracts  requiring  jobbers  to  sell  at  fixed  prices.  A  consent  decree 
was  entered  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  com- 
bination. 

206.  United  States  v.  Atlas  Portland  Cement  Co.,  Eq.  2274 :  Pe- 
tition under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  13,  1919,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  J.)  against  the  Atlas  Portland  Cement  Company  and  other 
members  of  the  Cement  Manufacturers*  Protective  Association,  alleg- 
ing a  combination  to  curtail  the  production  of  PORTLAND  CE- 
MENT, to  reduce  the  quantity  of  Portland  cement  sold  under  contracts 
for  future  delivery,  and  to  bring  about  a  uniform  and  materially  in- 
creased price  for  such  cement  regardless  of  the  point  of  delivery.  The 
case  was  discontinued  on  October  31,  1921,  after  an  indictment  was 
returned  in  the  District  Court,  Southern  District  of  New  York,  against 
the  same  defendants.    (See  No.  238.) 

207.  United  States  v.  Alphons  Custodis  Chimney  Construction 
Co.:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  12,  1919 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Alphons  Custodis  Chim- 
ney Construction  Company  and  others,  members  of  the  Chimney 
Builders'  Association,  charging  a  combination  to  eliminate  competition 
in  the  business  of  contracting  for  the  sale  and  construction  of  perfo- 
rated radial  BRICK  CHIMNEYS  and  to  increase  prices.  A  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  on  January  28,  1920,  as  to  two  of  the  defendants, 
and  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggre- 
gating $18,352  were  imposed. 

208.  United  States  v.  American  Ass'n  of  Wholesale  Opticians, 
Eq.  16-357:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  12,  1919 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Association 
of  Wholesale  Opticians  and  its  members,  alleging  a  combination  to 
restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  OPTICAL  LENSES  and 
like  articles  by  fixing  uniform  prices.  A  consent  decree  was  entered 
the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination.  Subse- 
quently the  decree  was  modified  to  permit  compliance  with  the  National 
Recovery  Administration  code  for  the  optical  wholesale  industry  and 
trade,  approved  May  31,  1934. 

209.  United  States  v.  Ironite  Co.,  Eq.  16-373 :  Petition  under  the 
Sherman  Act  filed  December  17,  1919,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Ironite  Company  and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy 
to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  in  pulverized,  powdered, 
and  finely  divided  IRON  and  other  like  metal  or  metal-contained  ma- 
terial used  in,  or  in  connection  with,  concrete  construction  work.    A 
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consent  decree  was  entered  on  March  20,  1920,  perpetually  enjoining 
the  further  operation  of  the  combination.    (See  No.  199.) 

210.  United  States  v.  American  Column  &  Lumber  Co.,  Eq.  751 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  14.  1920,  in  the  District 
Court  (W.  D.  Tenn.)  against  the  American  Column  &  Lumber  Com- 
pany and  others  engaged  in  the  production  and  sale  of  HARDWOOD 
LUMBER,  alleging  a  combination  to  eliminate  competition  and  en- 
hance prices  by  a  so-called  "open  competition  plan";  by  conducting 
meetings  and  oral  discussions  concerning  past  and  future  prices,  stocks 
and  production;  by  compiling  and  distributing  among  themselves 
monthly  and  weekly  reports  and  bulletins  concerning  prices,  stocks  and 
production;  and  by  interchanging  monthly  predictions  that  prices 
would  be  enhanced.  On  March  16,  1920,  a  preliminary  injunction  was 
granted  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  (263  Fed. 
147,  8  F.  A.  D.  750)  and,  by  stipulation,  the  order  granting  the  prelim- 
inary injunction  was  made  the  final  decree  of  the  District  Court.  The 
Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  on  December 
19,  1921  (257  U.  S.  377,  8  F.  A.  D.  763).  Subsequently  the  final  decree 
was  modified  to  permit  compliance  with  the  National  Recovery  Admin- 
istration code  for  the  lumber  and  timber  products  industry,  approved 
August  19,  1933.    On  March  13,  1934,  this  order  was  amended. 

211.  United  States  v.  Swift  &  Company,  Equity  37,623:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  Clayton  Act  filed  February  27,  1920, 
in  the  Supreme  Court  (D.  C.)  against  Swift  &  Company  and  four 
other  large  meat  packers,  their  subsidiaries  and  certain  of  their  officers 
and  directors,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain 
trade  and  to  suppress  competition  in  the  purchase  of  LIVESTOCK 
and  in  the  sale  of  dressed  MEATS  and,  to  achieve  the  purposes  of  the 
combination,  had  bought  stock  in  competitive  companies  and  public 
stockyards,  substantially  lessening  competition  in  violation  of  Section 
7  of  the  Clayton  Act,  and  had  acquired  and  operated  retail  meat  mar- 
kets, stockyard  terminal  railroads,  and  market  newspapers ;  and  further 
alleging  that  defendants  were  attempting  to  dominate  trade  in  prod- 
ucts not  related  to  the  meat-packing  business.  A  consent  decree  was 
entered  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combina- 
tion and  prohibiting  the  packers,  among  other  things,  from  holdmg 
stock  in  public  stockyard  companies,  public  cold-storage  plants,  stock- 
yard terminal  railroads,  or  market  newspapers,  from  handling  and 
dealing  in  commodities  not  related  to  the  meat-packing  business,  and 
from  selling  meats,  fresh  milk,  and  cream  at  retail  (CCH  Trade  Regu- 
lation Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  VI,  If  6267).  On  motion  of  California 
Co-operative  Canneries  Companies,  leave  to  intervene  on  the  ground 
that  the  decree  prevented  performance  by  the  defendants  of  contracts 
to  buy  canned  fruits  was  denied  on  October  16,  1922  (10  F.  A.  D.  352). 
The  Court  of  Appeals  of  the  District  of  Columbia  on  June  2,  1924, 
reversed  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia, 
with  the  mandate  that  the  petitioner  be  allowed  to  intervene  (299  Fed. 
908,  10  F.  A.  D.  354).  On  April  23,  1925,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  allowed  the  California  Canneries  to  intervene  and 
suspended  the  operation  of  the  consent  decree  pending  further  hearing 
on  the  merits  (10  F.  A.  D.  364).  On  March  19,  1928,  the  Supreme 
Court  held  the  consent  decree  was  valid  (276  U.  S.  311,  12  F.  A.  D. 
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419),  and  on  May  20   1929   it  vacated  the  intervention  of  California 

frlTfhT^?^^  ^'r  ^^^'  l^  ?•  ^-  ^'  ^^)-  ^y  ^  ^^^'^^  «^  "mandate 
from  the  Supreme  Court,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia restored  the  consent  decree  to  full  effect.  On  April  2,  1930,  two  of 
I„Kc-^-  "  i'^^^r  P,^,^^/'-s»  together  with  the  respective  officers  and 
tffh^l^'l?  l^T""^'  5^^^  ']^?  petitions  to  modify  the  consent  decree 
m  the  light  of  changed  conditions  by  eliminating  some  of  the  restraints 

^^H-r^^u"^'^'^-  J^^  Supreme  Court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
T^u^  ^  nj'''^''}?  permitting  the  defendants  to  deal  in  groceries 
at  wholesale  (United  States  Daily,  Jan.  6,  1931).    On  May  2,  1932  the 

fTr'^f"''  ^V^'  ^"^'^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^^^--^^^  the  decree^of\he  lower 
court  modifying  the  original  consent  decree  (286  U.  S.  106).    A  final 

nrdirj'.^H-f  •'  "If^^t^  was  entered  on  June  15,  1932,  vacating  the 

Zltj^.w^^'u^u^^  ^•''"^"^  ^/^'■^^^  ^"^  granting  the  defendants  one 
year  within  which  to  dispose  of  unrelated  lines  of  business,  as  required 

.Ll.t ^^''l''^  ^^""^^T  J'^r?  appointed  to  take  over  and  dispose  of 
^?nrW.  /r'^M-r""'^  by  Swift  &  Company  in  corporations  furnishing 
stockyard    acilities  on  June  16,  1932,  and  in  Libby,  McNeill  &  Libby 

fn./rn/f^'  ^^Plu^""  ^^"^  ^^'  ^?^^'  '^^  government  filed  a  motion  for 
i"?, ?l  M?  *""  ^u^  ^T^^^  appointed  to  dispose  of  the  Libby  stock,  the 
court  holding  that  the  stock  should  be  sold  without  further  delay 

^rhhvT"'^''  V^^^  ^^l^'  ^  ^°-  ^^'^  ''''  Pl^'^  f^-  disposition  of  the 
Ljibby  stock  providing  for  the  complete  recapitalization  of  Libby,  which 

plan  was  approved  by  the  court.  The  date  for  filing  the  registration 
s™w'  "^^'^i!^"  Securities  &  Exchange  Commissln  was^extendeS 
several  times,  the  order  of  sale  being  finally  approved  July  29   1941 

o  .,^"  order  was  entered  December  20,  1941,  approving  the  sale  by 
mit^^f'l^r'  '^  r?"  in  Jersey  City  Stock  Yards  Co.  On  January  I 
Y^ds  Co  petitioned  for  the  sale  of  stock  of  St.  Joseph's  Stock 

th.  ^l^'  ^"^A^  ^*^*^^  !\9''^«^^**^  *  ^^-^  ^^'  2404:  Indictment  under 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  24, 1920,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.) 

W^rtn    •  ^Q.^A^c'^'^P/JJ.^  *^^t  the  defendant  was  restrain- 

Irf  ^rfli  '"  ^?^P  and  TOILET  ARTICLES  by  indicating  to  deal- 
h^v.  ^i'^.^"'^i^''''i^u  ^^V"'.'  ^"^  circulars,  the  prices  it  desired  to 
r^rliri  1S^?^  ^y  Pj^^\"^  ^^^^^'■^  ^^^  ^^i^ed  to  maintain  such 

uZuZ  '""'^"'^  "suspended  lists"  and  refusing  them  further  supplies 

T^l  W^.^'^^'^'^u^"^-^  ^\^M^^  P"^^^  fi^^^  ^^"Id  be  maintained. 

Sceir  Ts  ^mr'  ^^"^-^ "^  ^^^  '^^'  '^'  ^^™^^  indictment  returned 
JJecember  18,  1917,  against  this  company  did  not  charge  an  offense 

prtent  inf^ct^/?  ^''  ^'''  '''''  '^^^'  ^^^  government  ^obtained  this 
dlrfZl  /n^^ctment  charging  in  greater  detail  than  the  former  in- 
dictment the  systematic  employment  of  agreements  between  the  com- 
Af?Zr\"  H  ""?  to  mamtain  resale  prices  prescribed  by  the  company. 

After  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  had  been  overruled,  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant  was  directed  on  December  20,  1924. 

213.    United  States  v.  Sumatra  Purchasing  Corp..  Ea  17-317-  Pe 

19rin"th';A^^^-^rr '"  ^^c'  ^"^t^e  Wilson  Tariff  Act  filed  April  13; 
1920  m  the  Distnct  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Sumatra  Purchas- 
ing Corporation  and  others,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  the 
purchase  of  Sumatra  LEAF  TOBACCO  in  foreign  countrks  and  its 
importation  into  and  sale  throughout  the  United  States     A  consent 
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decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
operation  of  the  combination.    (See  No.  203.) 

214.  United  States  v.  Barbers*  Supply  Dealers  Ass'n,  Eq.  18-13: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  7. 1920,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Barbers*  Supply  Dealers  Association  and  its 
members,  alleging  a  combination  to  fix  and  maintain  uniform  resale 
prices  and  terms  of  discount,  to  advance  resale  prices,  and  to  eliminate 
competition  in  BARBERS*  SUPPLIES.  A  consent  decree  was  en- 
tered the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 
combination.  Subsequently  the  decree  was  modified  to  permit  com- 
pliance with  the  National  Recovery  Administration  code  for  the  whole- 
saling or  distributing  trade,  approved  January  12,  1934,  and  with  the 
supplemental  code  for  the  beauty  and  barber  equipment  and  supplies 
trade,  a  division  of  the  wholesaling  or  distributing  trade,  approved 
April  4,  1934. 

215.  United  States  v.  American  Linseed  Oil  Co.,  Eq.  1490:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  30,  1920,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  the  American  Linseed  Oil  Company  and  other 
producers  of  LINSEED  OIL,  alleging  that  the  defendants,  who  con- 
stituted most  of  the  important  producers  of  linseed  oil  in  the  United 
States,  had  combined  by  means  of  a  so-called  "open  competition  plan 
which,  among  other  things,  required  each  defendant  to  furnish  to  the 
Armstrong  Bureau  of  Related  Industries  its  price  list  for  distribution 
among  all  the  other  defendants,  to  report  daily  all  carioad  sales  with 
the  price  at  which  each  sale  had  been  made,  and  to  give  assurances  that 
prices  would  not  be  lowered.  The  District  Court  dismissed  the  petition 
on  November  3,  1921  (275  Fed.  939,  9  F.  A.  D.  298) ;  on  appeal  the 
Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  dismissal  on  June  4,  1923  (26Z 
U.  S.  371,  9  F.  A.  D.  309),  and  a  final  decree  perpetually  enjoining  the 
further  operation  of  the  combination  was  entered  on  December  27, 
1923. 

216.  United  States  v.  Consolidated  Music  Corp.,  Eq.  18-32:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  3,  1920,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Consolidated  Music  Corporation  and  other 
manufacturers  and  publishers  of  copyrighted  SHEET  MUSIC  and 
PLAYER  ROLLS  for  automatic  pianos,  alleging  that  certain  of  the 
defendants  had  transferred  to  the  music  corporation  all  player  roll  and 
sheet  music  rights  in  copyrighted  compositions  acquired  by  them,  had 
made  the  music  corporation  their  sole  agent,  and  had  agreed  upon 
prices  at  which  player  rolls  and  sheet  music  should  be  sold  to  the  pub- 
lic. The  District  Court,  after  dismissing  the  petition  on  the  motion  of 
the  defendants,  granted  a  rehearing  at  the  request  of  the  government 
and  rendered  an  opinion  on  February  27,  1922,  sustaining  all  the  con- 
tentions of  the  government.  The  defendants  were  then  permitted  for- 
mally to  disclaim  their  intention  to  continue  to  do  the  things  with 
which  they  were  charged,  with  the  admonition  that  if  such  disclaimer 
were  not  made  an  injunction  would  be  entered  against  them.  After 
the  disclaimer  was  made  the  case  was  dismissed  on  March  29,  1922. 

217.  United  States  v.  Walter  Moore,  Cr.  24-110:  Indictment  un- 
der the  Sherman  Act  returned  August  30,  1920,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  members  of  the  Steamship  Freight  Brokers* 
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Association  and  the  Trans-Atlantic  Associated  Freight  Conferences, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  commerce  by  an 

lT^TA"i^c\?/i?^^^^"^  ^^^  ^^^  allowance  of  a  special  brokerage  fee  by 
b  1  tAMbHIP  companies  to  members  of  the  Association.  A  demurrer 
U>  the  indictment  was  sustained  on  October  27,  1920  (275  Fed.  992,  9 
F.  A.  D.  327),  and  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered. 

218.  United  States  v.  Walter  Moore,  Eq.  18-381 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  30,  1920,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  members  of  the  Steamship  Freight  Brokers'  Associ- 
ation and  the  Trans- Atlantic  Associated  Freight  Conferences,  alleging 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  commerce  by  an  agreement 
providing  for  the  allowance  of  a  special  brokerage  fee  by  STEAM- 
bHIP  companies  to  members  of  the  Association.  After  argument,  a 
decree  dismissing  the  petition  was  entered  on  December  20,  1920. 

219.  United  States  v.  California  Associated  Raisin  Co.,  Eq.  B-67 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  8,  1920,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  Cahf.)  against  the  California  Associated  Raisin  Company, 
its  officers,  directors,  and  agents,  alleging  a  combination  to  restrain  and 
monopolize  interstate  trade  in  RAISINS  by  obtaining  contracts 
through  coercion,  by  exclusive  dealing  arrangements,  by  fixing  prices, 

?5  in^n*^""^^.'^'",^  ^^^  ^"PP^y  ^^  ''^^^^"s  ^"  the  market.  On  September 
ZA  ly^,  a  stipulation  was  entered  into,  in  lieu  of  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion, requiring  the  raisin  company  to  release  to  competitors  more  than 
one-fourth  of  its  available  stock  of  raisins,  to  abandon  certain  so-called 

tirm  at  opening  price  contracts,"  and  to  release  all  growers  from  the 
exclusive  purchase  contracts  containing  renewal  options.     A  consent 

laYne^d^f^  ^"tered  on  January  18,  1922,  enjoining  the  practices  com- 

220.  United  States  v.  Goodwin-Gallagher  Sand  &  Gravel  Corp.: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  29,  1920,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Goodwin-Gallagher  Sand  & 
Uravel  Corporation  and  other  wholesalers  and  retailers  engaged  in 
digging,  selling,  and  transporting  sand  used  in  building  and  construc- 
tion work  in  interstate  commerce,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  eliminate 
competition  by  obtaining  control  of  competitors  and  by  agreeing  to  fix 
and  maintain  prices  for  the  sale  and  resale  of  SAND.  On  January  10 
lyzi,  the  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $40000  were 
imposed.    (See  No.  222.) 

221.  United  States  v.  Albany  Chemical  Co.,  Eq.  20-232 :  Petition 
^c  ?;  *xT^  ^K^''"??''  A^t  filed  January  10,  1921,  in  the  District  Court 
(b.  D.  N.  Y.)  alleging  that  the  Albany  Chemical  Company  had  at- 
^fSWr^TXT^t.  ^i.^'^l^^te  competition  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
AbFIRIN  by  having  the  word  "aspirin"  registered  as  a  trademark  and 
by  attempting  by  other  means  to  appropriate  to  itself  the  exclusive 
use  of  that  word.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  pro- 
viding, among  other  things,  for  the  cancellation  and  relinquishment  of 
the  alleged  trademark  rights. 

222.  United  States  v.  Goodwin-Gallagher  Sand  &  Gravel  Corp 
Equity  20-267 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  18  1921  in 
the  Distnct  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Goodwin-Gallagher  Sand  & 
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Gravel  Corporation  and  other  wholesalers  and  retailers  engaged  in  digging, 
selling,  and  transporting  sand  used  in  building  and  construction  work 
in  interstate  commerce,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  eliminate  competition 
by  obtaining  control  of  competitors  and  by  agreeing  to  fix  and  maintain 
prices  for  the  sale  and  resale  of  SAND.  A  consent  decree  was  entered 
the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  continuation  of  the  conspiracy. 
(See  No.  220.) 

223.  United  States  v.  Andrews  Lumber  &  Mill  Co.,  Cr.  7518:  In- 
dictment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  21,  1921,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Andrews  Lumber  &  Mill  Com- 
pany and  substantially  all  the  manufacturers  in  Chicago  of  sash,  doors, 
and  interior  finish,  a  number  of  building  contractors,  and  members  of 
the  United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners  of  America,  a  labor 
union  whose  members  installed  substantially  all  of  the  products  of  the 
manufacturers,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  eliminate  competition  and  to 
exact  excessive  prices  for  SASH,  DOORS  and  INTERIOR  FINISH 
by  agreeing  among  themselves  that  the  manufacturers  would  not  em- 
ploy persons  not  members  of  the  union  and  that  members  of  the  union 
would  not  install  material  made  by  manufacturers  in  other  states. 
Demurrers  and  motions  to  quash  the  indictment  were  filed  on  March 
12,  1921.  A  superseding  indictment  was  returned  September  2,  1921, 
to  remove  a  possible  objection  concerning  the  authority  of  the  g^and 
jury  which  returned  the  original  indictment.    (See  No.  240.) 

224.  United  States  v.  Poster  Advertisers  Ass*n,  Cr.  7648:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  26,  1921,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Poster  Advertisers  Association  and  its 
members,  charging  that  the  defendants  had  monopolized  interstate 
commerce  in  BILL  POSTERS  by  requiring  billboard  owners  who 
were  members  of  the  Association  to  receive  for  exhibition  only  those 
posters  furnished  by  Poster  Advertising  Company,  and  by  causing  the 
Poster  Advertising  Company  to  refuse  to  supply  posters  to  others  not 
members  of  the  Association  or  to  serve  any  advertisers  dealing  with  its 
competitors.  After  removal  proceedings  against  a  number  of  individ- 
ual defendants  residing  in  New  York  City  had  proved  unsuccessful,  a 
nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all  the  defendants  on  December  18, 
1925.    (See  Nos.  120,  346  and  370.) 

225.  United  States  v.  Robt.  E.  Miller,  Inc.,  Eq.  20-315:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  28,  1921,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Miller  and  other  manufacturers  of  RUBBER 
HEELS,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  fix  uniform  sales 
prices  and  to  require  dealers  to  maintain  such  prices.  A  consent  decree 
was  entered  on  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 
combination. 

226.  United  States  v.  Corrugated  Paper  Manufacturers'  Ass'n, 
Eq.  20-329:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  2,  1921, 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Corrugated  Paper 
Manufacturers'  Association,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
fix  and  maintain  uniform  sales  prices,  discounts,  terms  and  conditions 
of  sale,  and  policies  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  CORRUGATED 
PAPER.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  enjoining 
the  acts  complained  of. 
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227.  United  States  v.  Southern  Pine  Association,  Eq.  5595 :  Pe- 
tition under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  23,  1921,  in  the  District 
court  (L.  D.  Mo.)  agamst  the  Southern  Pine  Association  and  130  of  its 
members,  who  produced  more  than  35  per  cent  of  the  yellow  pine  lum- 
ber manufactured  in  the  United  States,  alleging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  YELLOW  PINE  LUM- 
J3LK  by  establishing  uniform  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale, 
commissions,  and  other  details.  On  January  3,  1927,  the  case  was  dis- 
missed without  prejudice  upon  stipulation  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the 
rT"?J"^"3^  V^HJ'^*"  ^«»^^^  ^i<^tes  V.  Maple  Flooring  Mfrs,'  Ass'n  (268 
U.S.563,  lOF.  A.  D.  188).    (See  No.  274.) 

,  A^^fi  Yu'^^^  ^*?*'^^y•  ^^""^^  M-  Jo'^^s,  Cr.  1652:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  25,  1921,  in  the  District  Court 
{,u.  ind.)  against  Jones,  operators  of  bituminous  coal  mines,  and  the 
otticials  of  a  mine  workers'  union,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  create 
shortages  in  the  supply  of  BITUMINOUS  COAL  by  closing  mines 
hmiting  production  and  distribution,  and  establishing  a  uniform  ac- 
counting system  to  increase  wages  and  the  price  of  coal.  A  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  on  June  28,  1923. 

229.  United  States  v.  Alpha  Portland  Cement  Co.,  Cr.  27-272: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  1,  1921,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (S.  D.  NY.)  against  the  Alpha  Portland  Cement  Company 
and  73  corporate  and  40  individual  defendants,  manufacturers  of  Port- 
land cement,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  inter- 
state comnierce  in  PORTLAND  CEMENT.  Because  additional  suits 
were  filed  in  New  York  Chicago,  Kansas  City,  and  Denver,  against 
practically  the  same  defendants,  no  further  action  was  taken  in  this 
case.    A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  July  11,  1923. 

230.  United  States  v.  W.  Hamilton  Smith,  Cr.  37630:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  3,  1921,  in  the  Supreme  Court 
{Uist.  Col.)  agamst  Smith. and  others,  constituting  all  the  lar^e  whole- 
sale and  retail  coal  dealers  in  the  city  of  Washington,  D.  C,  char^in^ 
Wo^^^^•l%^A^^'*'■^'!?  ^^^^5  ^^  inducing  all  persons  engaged  in  th? 
T?  /!i'''iJ  COAL  trade  to  become  members  of  the  Coal  Merchants 
l5oard  of  1  rade  and  to  refrain  from  competing  by  selling  to  each  other's 
customers  or  reducing  rates  and  by  preventing  those  who  failed  to 
cooperate  from  obtaining  coal.  After  a  plea  in  abatement  was  sus- 
tained on  October  20,  1923.  the  indictment  was  quashed,  and  this  deci- 
sion was  affirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Columbia 

fith?)"^  '    '  ^    ^'  ^^"^^  ^^^'  '""^  "''"'•  ^""'^'"^  ^^""^'^  ^-  ^^'f- 

231.  United  States  V.  Oscar  Kern,  Eq.  20-403 :  Petition  under  the 
bherman  Act  filed  March  8,  1921,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N  Y  ) 
against  Kern  and  other  dealers  in  perforated  paper  MUSIC  ROLLS 
alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce 
in  music  rolls  principally  by  fixing  retail  prices.  A  consent  decree  was 
entered  on  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  com- 
bination. 

232.  United  States  v.  American  Coated  Paper  Co.,  Eq.  21-3^3: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  14,  1921,  in  the  District 


122 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Coated  Paper  Company  and 
several  other  manufacturers  of  white  GLAZED  PAPER,  alleging  a 
combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  by  an  agreement  to  fix  and  maintain  uniform  prices  by 
using  a  common  selling  agency  and  by  employing  other  means  calcu- 
lated to  control  the  trade.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same 
day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

233.  United  States  v.  American  Lithographic  Co.,  Eq.  21-80:  Pe- 

tion  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  26,  1921,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Lithographic  Company  and  four 
corporations  manufacturing  LITHOGRAPHED  LABELS  and  like  arti- 
cles, alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce  by  an  agreement  to  fix  and  maintain  uniform  and 
minimum  prices  and  to  adopt  uniform  sales  policies,  and  by  exchanging 
and  discussing  information  relative  to  costs,  selling  prices,  and  kindred 
subjects.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  enjoining  the 
further  operation  of  the  combination.  This  decree  was  modified  on 
June  9,  1926,  to  permit  the  exchange  of  certain  information. 

234.  United  States  v.  James  B.  Clow  &  Sons,  Cr.  7788 :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  1,  1921,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  Clow  &  Sons,  15  other  corporations  and  25 
individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  eliminate  com- 
petition and  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  PLUMBING 
AND  HEATING  MATERIALS  and  apparatus  and  fittings  used  in 
the  installation  thereof  in  Chicago  by  agreements  to  fix  and  to  maintain 
uniform  and  non-competitive  prices  and  by  other  means.  Demurrers 
to  the  indictment  were  overruled  on  October  17,  1921.  On  October 
30,  1923,  the  District  Court  dismissed  the  first  count  of  the  indictment 
as  to  all  the  defendants  and  the  second  count  as  to  all  the  individual 
defendants.  The  16  corporate  defendants  pleaded  guilty  to  the  second 
count  and  fines  aggregating  $20,000  were  imposed. 

235.  United  States  v.  Chicago  Master  Steam  Fitters*  Ass'n,  Cr. 
7902:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  30,  1921,  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Chicago  Master  Steam  Fit- 
ters* Association  and  others,  including  the  business  manager  of  the 
Steam  Fitters*  Protective  Association,  charging  a  monopoly  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  trade  in  furnishing  and  installing  HEATING 
APPARATUS  in  Chicago.  Demurrers  to  the  indictment  were  overruled 
October  17, 1921.    A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  May  28, 1926. 

236.  United  States  v.  Louis  Biegler  Company,  Inc.,  Cr.  7901 :  In- 
dictment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  30, 1921,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Biegler  Company,  10  corporate  and  18 
individual  defendants,  including  representatives  of  the  Amalgamated 
Sheet  Metal  Workers*  Union,  charging  a  monopoly  in  restraint  of  in- 
terstate trade  and  commerce  in  furnishing  and  installing  HEATING 
APPARATUS  in  Chicago.  Demurrers  to  the  indictment  were  over- 
ruled October  17,  1921.    A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  May  28,  1926. 

237.  United  States  v.  Cement  Mfrs.*  Protective  Ass*n.  Eq.  22-25 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  30,  1921,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Cement  Manufacturers*  Protective 
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Association  and  19  corporate  and  4  individual  defendants,  members  of 
the  Association  and  manufacturers  of  Portland  cement,  alleging  a  com- 
bination to  curtail  production,  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  PORTLAND 
CEMENT  sold  under  contracts  for  future  delivery  at  a  fixed  price,  and 
to  bring  about  uniform  and  materially  increased  prices  by  the  compila- 
tion and  dissemination  of  information  furnished  by  and  to  the  defend- 
ants. The  Association  was  but  one  of  five  similar  organizations 
covering  different  sections  of  the  country,  all  having  a  like  plan  and 
purpose  and  all  auxiliary  to  the  Portland  Cement  Association,  a  na- 
tional association  whose  membership  included  practically  every  com- 
pany manufacturing  Portland  cement  in  the  United  States.  By  stipulation 
the  case  was  tried  on  the  record  made  on  the  trial  of  the  criminal  case 
of  United  States  v.  Atlas  Portland  Cement  Co.  (case  No.  238,  infra).  On 
October  23,  1923,  the  combination  was  declared  illegal  (294  Fed.  390, 
10  F.  A.  D.  156)  and  a  decree  was  entered  dissolving  the  Association 
and  perpetually  enjoining  the  future  operation  of  the  combination. 
On  June  1,  1925,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  District 
Court  (268  U.  S.  588,  10  F.  A.  D.  171)  and  on  October  12,  1925,  a  re- 
hearing was  denied.  A  final  decree  on  this  mandate  was  entered  on 
November  12,  1925,  dismissing  the  petition. 

238.  United  States  v.  Atlas  Portland  Cement  Co.,  Cr.  28-49:  In- 
dictment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  August  8,  1921,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Atlas  Portland  Cement  Company, 
the  18  corporate  defendants  in  the  preceding  case,  and,  in  addition,  44 
individuals  managing  or  conducting  the  business  of  the  corporate  de- 
fendants, charging  that  the  defendants  combined  and  conspired  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  Cement  Manufacturers*  Protective  Associa- 
^??l/^xT^"'"^^*^  production,  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  PORTLAND 
CEMENT  sold  under  contracts  for  future  delivery  at  a  fixed  price,  and 
to  bring  about  uniform  and  materially  increased  prices  by  the  com- 
pilation and  dissemination  of  information.  The  trial  resulted  in  a 
disagreement  by  the  jury  and  on  December  14,  1925,  a  nolle  prosequi 
was  entered  in  view  of  the  decision  in  the  civil  case,  No.  237,  supra. 
(See  No.  206.) 

239.  United  States  v.  Alexander  &  Reid  Co.:  Indictment  under 
/c  T?  xt"^^5^  ^^^  returned  August  31,  1921,  in  the  District  Court 
in -J-  '^  a&a»"st  Alexander  &  Reid  Company,  24  corporations  and 
40  individuals,  engaged  in  the  business  of  furnishing  and  installing  in 
buildings  in  and  near  New  York  City  wall  and  floor  TILES  shipped 
in  interstate  commerce  from  other  states,  charging  a  combination  to 
restrain  trade  by  agreeing  to  furnish  and  install  tiles  only  at  non-com- 
petitive,  arbitrary,  and  excessive  prices,  by  agreeing  with  manufactur- 
ers that  the  manufacturers  should  sell  only  to  the  defendants,  and  by 
agreeing  with  various  workers*  organizations  that  the  workers  would 
install  only  tiles  sold  by  the  defendants.  On  November  14,  1921,  52  of 
the  defendants  pleaded  guilty,  four  defendants  were  sentenced  to  im- 
prisonment, and  fines  aggregating  $122,000  were  imposed.  At  the 
same  time  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  five  defendants  and  sub- 
sequently nolle  prosequis  were  entered  as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 
The  sentence  of  one  defendant  was  commuted  and  the  three  remaining 
defendants  served  their  sentences. 
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und/r^L^K         ^^a"  ""•  Andrews  Lumber  &  Mill  Co.:  Indictment 
Srt  fN  D  iTn'"  ^"/.l'"T'=^  September  2,  1921,  in  the  D  sTric 
standalvallth.Lff ''.'''''  ^"^^'^V  dumber  &  Mill  Company,  sub- 

turers  would  e"nlX°  ''^  f^'"""?  ""^^^^  themselves  that  the  manuSc 
tZl  •  employ  only  members  of  the  union  and  that  members  of 

sfates  TW^  "°*  '"^•""  •'""!f "^'  "^^^^  ^y  "manufacturers Tn  other 
states.    The  case  was  dismissed  as  to  several  of  the  defendants  and 

ag^eTar^Vslw t";:  •"""  'T^rT'^'^ ''"  J"-  3Vr923,'and'Cs 
of  Aoleals  Wn;^  r-  "^J^^'"^-  O?  J""*  4,  1925,  the  Circuit  Court 
r-n.C?^   J  '  ^*^^"'^  Circuit,  reversed  the  conviction  of  the  District 

F  A  D  7^T'Thl^*'''  '"''  ^°^  ^""'^'^  proceedings  (6  F.  (Id)  4  10 
r,\;V"r^'  .]-  a"'"  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Cir- 

241.    United  States  v.  Atlantic  Terra  Cotta  Co    Cr  29-216-   Tn 

Sis^ri^fcZ'rrrf  D''rr/"^*-^^*"T^^p'^-^"  ^^ '"  'h" 

nanv   ,;v\^fK     ^  ^:  ^"^  ''^^'"**  **'«  Atlantic  Terra  Cotta  Com- 

COTTA   ,  H  »  '^'?'"PO"i!op?  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  TERRA 

S^I  r'es"rainT'L7t«t"t""'''  '""''''"l^  '^  combination  and  consplJ 
di-X  in  restraint  ot  trade  by  means  of  a  so-called  "ooen-nrir*."  «.- 

anS?;-°:rP"*'*'°;'  P'?"  ".  ^''°^«^  «=ff*=t  ^«  to  el  mlnauTompetition 
and  to  induce  and  maintain  arbitrary  and  excessive  orices     s3ntl^l^ 

S.  I  ff^"*'  P'^-^'^'  ^f'V"  December?5,'l92ra„d  fineslgg"" 
C2§  iKTo  thiX',-^-   A  n«"^P^°^equi  was  entered  on  Novfm- 

wasTnte^d  on  Au^st  ^9  192?  to  cur^def^t^  •  "1''^  "°"-'  P^°^'''«' 
(See  No.  242,  infra.^nd  No.  256  )  '"         ^'■'^'°"'  '"''^• 

90  J^f'  T  ^^"^  ^*'*'*.  ''•  American  Terra  Cotta  &  Ceramic  Co  Cr 
2|-215:    Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Semembt;  S' 

i  CeramSf  E^:il^T  ^^  ""■  ^^  P  ^^^'"^*  *^  American^Te"  a  CoS 
indiSls  en^S-  '"*^"?"'  °'^"  ^^--Porations  and  twenty-seven 
TERRA  rOTTfK  '« 'manufacturing  more  than  95  per  cent  of  all  the 
1  tKKA  COTTA  building  material  produced  in  the  United  StatM 

ty  oT"Al'Nadonlf  T ''"'^^^''  %°'"^'"^^'  ^''^"^'^  the  instrum^en U  I 
uy  or  ihe  National  Terra  Cotta  Society,  to  restrain  interstate  tmH^ 

♦I,,  li!^"    "'"a**'  f .**^*^  *■•  "''■«™  Norcross.  Civil  302 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherinan  Act  filed  October  25,  1921,  in  the  District  rn.VrWWn 

Aud iTril  ^^•■•"rS'  '^'  ^'«  °^""  ^"d  manager"    fhe  nI^^oJs 
Audit  and  Statistical  Bureau,  and  six  subscribers  fo  the  Bureau?  alleg! 
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ing  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and 

interXnV."of°/'?V'^''  ^f^^^'^  ^^  gentlemen's  agreen^ents,  the 
interchange  of  statistics,  uniform  cost  accounting  systems,  restriction 
of  production,  and  withholding  cement  from   the^market      A  fina" 
decree  was  entered  on   April  2,   1924,  dissolving  the  combination 
perpetually  enjoining  its  further  operation,  and  granting  other  reHef' 

u.  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Mid-West  Cement  Credt 
&  Statistical  Bureau  and  others,  alleging  a  combination  and  consoirlcv 
to  restrain  trade  in  PORTLAND  CEMENT  by  gentlemen's  ae^e^ 

aTd"b;'^i£;:?H- "•'^"^^  °'  r^'^'T'  "^^  -iform^afcounTng  sVst^ems. 
missed  aTth.?i.«^  ""??J  ^""^  ^^^  '""'^^*-  ^he  petition  was  dis- 
^f  t^!  /  •  •  '"Stance  of  the  government  on  January  21,  1926  in  view 
of  the  decision  o  the  Supreme  Court  in  United  States  v  Cement  Mfr7' 
Protective  Asfn  (268  U.  S.  588, 10  F.  A.  D.  171).    (See  No  2^)  ^ 

245.    United  States  v.  Johnston  Brokerage  Co.,  Cr.  12643-  Indict- 

"i«  Co"urY  (S  d'T  Y  ^'  '•""™^'^  '^'r -^"^^  28,  1921j'  the  DU- 
and  «fWc'  ^  J^-  Y'^  ^8:amst  the  Johnston  Brokerage  Company 
and  others  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  approximated  two- 
State's  °charUn^  ^and-blown  WINDOW  GLASS  used  in  the  OniTed 
suDore'ss  coSif-  "°'"'i'«ft'°n  ^^^  conspiracy  to  enhance  prices  and 
Feb™  kS2  InH  ;  A,^^'"""^'-  .to  the  indictment  was  sustained  in 
(See  No  254  )  "°      P''°'^'3"'  ^^^  entered  on  August  29,  1927. 

th.  IJ»  ""'i''*  ^*****  *;•  ^*"*'"*'  Foundry  Co. :  Indictment  under 
(S  D  n""y"i  a^IiT/.f'r^'^",'"^"  28,  1921,  in  the  District  Court 
the  Eastern' Snfp*  M  ^T'^^  ^°'!"?'"y  Company  and  members  of 
tne  eastern  Soil  Pipe  Manufacturers'  Association,  chareine  that  the 
defendants  had  combined,  through  the  instrumental  ty  of  In  fpenprke 
P  an,  to  restrain  interstate  trade  in  CAST-IRON  SOIL  PIpKnd 

compftit  on" Tn'^?  "'''*'''^  '"'  ''"''''^'  ?"•="'  -^  to  elfminate 
competition.    A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  August  10,  1925. 

247.  United  States  v.  Cement  Securities  Co.,  Eq.  7295  •  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  10,  1922,  iA  th^  District  CoZ 
(Colo.)  against  the  Cement  Securitie7co^pany'and  anumbe  of  Port 
land  cement  manuacturers,  alleging  a  combination  by  the  securi?'es 
company  and  certain  cement  manufacturing  companies  which  i?  con 
trolled  to  monopolize  the  PORTLAND  CEMENT  buTiness  i^  °he 
thSetidon  wai^H^^-'r  ''f  ?  -^ance  prices.  A  motioTt'd  "mis^ 
on  Decembern  f924^-  •  f-^'  \hearing.  a  final  decree  was  entered 
^LJi!     n  •  '•   •       '  .<l'ssolving  the  securities  companv  in  part  and 

Tune   1927^  fhi°'"'"^  '^^  ^""''u'^  ^P^^**'°"  °^  *he  combinatio^      ?n 
June   1927,  the  successor  to  the  Cement   Securities  Comnanv  wa<= 

ordered  to  sell  certain  properties  at  public  auction  but   due  to  eco^ 

nomic  conditions  on  November  25,  1933,  an  order  was  emered  vicat W 

the  order  for  sale  at  public  auction,  but  not  affecting  the  decree  of 

December  13,  1924,  in  any  respect.    On  February  27   1943   thJ  fin^ 

decree  was  modified  to  permit  certain  cement  plants  ti  b^dismantkd 
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and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  allocations  of  the  War  Production 
Board  in  order  that  the  reuseable  equipment  and  machinery  and  scrap 
materials  contained  in  these  plants  might  be  made  available  for  use  and 
aid  in  the  war  effort. 

248.  United  States  v.  Tile  Mfrs.*  Credit  Ass'n,  Eq.  201 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  10,  1922,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  Ohio)  against  the  Tile  Manufacturers'  Credit  Association  and 
Its  members,  manufacturers  of  approximately  80  per  cent  of  the  en- 
caustic TILE  in  the  United  States,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had 
combined,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Association,  to  restrain 
the  manufacture,  transportation,  and  sale  of  tile  by  fixing  and  main- 
taining prices,  and  by  furnishing  its  members  with  information  con- 
cerning the  credit  of  purchasers.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on 
November  26,  1923,  dissolving  the  Association  and  perpetually  enjoin- 
ing the  further  operation  of  the  combination.  On  April  23,  1928,  a 
supplemental  decree  permitting  the  exchange  of  certain  information 
was  entered.  An  order  was  entered  March  20,  1939,  modifying  the 
1923  decree  so  as  to  permit  the  preparation  and  publication  of  lists  of 
dealers  or  of  certified  dealers,  with  certain  provisions. 

249.  United  States  v.  A.  J.  Peters,  Cr.  1396:  Indictment  under 
sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  13,  1922,  in  the 
District  Court  (Ariz.)  against  Peters  and  four  others,  charging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  HAY.  The 
indictment  was  dismissed  on  March  6,  1923,  on  motion  of  the  govern- 
ment. 

250.  United  States  v.  National  Enameling  &  Stamping  Co.,  Eq. 
23-126:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  14,  1922,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  National  Enameling  & 
Stamping  Company  and  others,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  com- 
bined to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  in  GALVANIZED 
WARE,  such  as  pails,  tubs,  etc.,  by  organizing  the  Sheet  Metal  Ware 
Exchange ;  by  using  an  open-price  plan  to  fix  uniform  price  lists,  terms 
and  conditions  of  sale,  freight  allowances  and  special  discounts ;  and 
by  engaging  in  various  other  illegal  practices.  A  consent  decree  was 
entered  on  the  same  day  dissolving  the  combination  and  enjoining  the 
acts  complained  of.  This  decree  was  modified  in  minor  respects  May 
1,  1924,  and  November  23,  1927. 

251.  United  States  v.  Bricklayers',  Masons'  &  Plasterers'  Inter- 
national Union,  Eq.  23-152:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
February  28,  1922,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the 
Bricklayers',  Masons'  &  Plasterers'  International  Union,  composed  of 
more  than  100,000  members,  its  executive  officers,  and  representatives 
of  numerous  local  unions,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  re- 
strain interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  marble,  cut  stone,  brick,  and 
other  articles  used  in  the  construction  of  buildings.  A  consent  decree 
was  entered  on  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 
combination. 

252.  United  States  v.  United  Gas  Improvement  Co.,  Cr.  31-139: 

Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  6,  1922,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  United  Gas  Improvement  Com- 
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^n?f'^  ^*^^'*  corporations  and  8  individuals,  charging  that  the  defend- 
INCANtElcETT  ^"'  monopolize'^in^terstate  trade  fn 

trol  of^  nnrnh.  7  A^i^^'  ^^^"^^'  ^"^  applianccs,  by  securing  con- 
of  thLe  oaTent?!  "^^^'P^'^  ^"^  excluding  others  from  the  use 
Tnd  bv  in^S.;-  ^  ^^^"^^^?§^  ^'^d  combining  competing  companies, 
DeceSber?lS."^  competitors.    A  nolle  prosequi  wal  entered  on 

Tr.A;l^^'  y^^^^^  ^J^*^^,^-  ^^igh  Portland  Cement  Co.,  Cr.  9312: 
Ind  ctment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  9,  1922,  in  the 

vlnT%^.Tu'  ^^'  ^'  ^^^>  "^"^"^^  '^'  Lehigh  Portland  Cement  Com! 
fend^ants  hIh^J: ''''^'''5^'T'  ^"^  f  individuals,  charging  that  the  de- 
r^^tnt  r  ^•?"'^''l'^'  ^^'P""^^  ^^^  instrumentality  of  the  Mid- West 
&TtI  i^^'n  VfmIm^''»^"^^  ^V^^^"'  ^^  restrain  interstate  trade  in 
deiaStth  ?..nf  ^.^^ J  \  exchanging  minute  and  comprehensive 
or/aLTrv  21^02^' •  '^•''  businesses.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered 
rLw  o  ^  '  ^^^'  '"^  \'^7  ""^  *^^  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in 
A  D  171)     (See  Nr2^^^^         /^ro/.c/tV.  As/n  (268  U.  S.  588,  10  F. 

oi-^  ^l^'  1  U"it«d  States  v.  American  Window  Glass  Company,  Tohn- 
Marcif  T7  lQf7  ?""'''  I"f.i^tment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
1921  ..i;.!!^  ^  ^Tw'^'^'u^  i^^'^  indictment  returned  November  28, 
1921,  see  case  No.  245),  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the 

i'nT^llT  ^^^"^^^  P^^f  Company,  the  Johnston  Brokerage  Company, 
and  others  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  approximately  80 
per  cent  of  all  the  WINDOW  GLASS  used  in  the^United  StLs, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  curtail  production,  to  en- 
i^fnJL^f;^^\       u^  suppress  competition  by  an  interchange  of  price 

^IrJ^^nf"^'  ^  ^"^A^'T^l  ^^^"^  P^""^'  ^y  apportioning  sales,  and  by 
agreements  entered  into  between  the  manufacturers  and  certain  labor 
unions.    A  demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  overruled  on  June  29  1922 
A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  September  16,  1926,  in  view  of  the 

rin^'Zf  ^^^^1."? T^'S^  f.T"^  ^"  ^"^*^^^  ^^^^''  ^-  ^^^'^  ^^^«  of  Window 

cnZlfJ""-  ^i^^.^;  ^-  ^^'}cP  ^'  ^'  ^-  27)  and  because  of  changed 
conditions  in  the  industry.    (See  No.  269.) 

P.fU^^^*    ^J^'^^t  ^^^}^  ""'  Wickwire  Spencer  Steel  Corp.,  Eq.  23-227: 
Cour  7s"n'M'v%^^'™^     ^^\^^^^  ^^''^  20,  1922,  in  the  Distric 
^nH  nt^  11^'  ^'^  ^^^'".'.^  *^^  Wickwire  Spencer  Steel  Corporation 

and  others,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  mon- 
opolize interstate  trade  in  flour  sifters,  dish  covers,  KITCHEN  UTEN- 
%h'  ^f"^''  7  ""^^"^  ^^  ^"  association  conducted  along  the  lines  of  the 
:,11o^o^  '  A^  ^  patent  pool,  and  by  agreements  as  to  uniform  freight 
allowances  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  dissolving 
combination''"  P^^P^^ually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  thi 

Q^'^^^^^i  y^ted  States  v.  American  Terra  Cotta  &  Ceramic  Co  Cr 
'  1'  Jpd»?tment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  27  1922 
in  he  District  Court  (N  D.  111.),  against  the  American  Terra  Cottfl 
rnmhTno.^''"'P^i'^'  ^  '''^^''  corporations  and  7  individuals,  charging  a 
combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstatf  trfde 

Sion'aT?:;'arn./"."-?"V'r^'  ^^^  ins'trumentalitT  0/"^^^ 
Mational  Terra  Cotta  Society.  On  August  4,  1923,  the  indictment  was 
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dismissed  as  to  all  but  one  of  the  individual  defendants,  and  all  but  two 
^i\  Qr^  corporate  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating 
$13  500  were  imposed.  On  June  30,  1925,  the  remaining  corporate  de- 
fendant pleaded  nolo  contendere,  a  fine  of  $1,500  was  imposed,  and  a 
nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  remaining  individual  defendant 
on  motion  of  the  Government.  (See  Nos.  241  and  242.) 

257.    United  States  v.  James  O'Brien :    Indictment  under  the  Sher- 

""^^  "^""A^o  ^."'""^'^  i".  ^P''^^  ^^^'  i"  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Ky.), 
against  U  Bnen  and  four  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  prevent  bv 
means  of  threats  and  intimidation,  the  TRANSPORTATION  by  mo- 
tor truck  of  a  STEEL  billet  from  the  plant  of  the  Andrews  Steel  Com- 
pany Newport,  Kentucky,  to  Cincinnati,  Ohio.  The  defendants  were 
found  guilty  at  the  same  term  of  court,  and  four  were  sentenced  to 
imprisonment  for  eight  months  each  and  one  was  sentenced  to  im- 
prisonment  for  a  term  of  30  days.  The  four  defendants  appealed  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  Sixth  Circuit,  which  on  June  5,  1923,  affirmed 

^LT^'-T"'  ^?^  i^^^in^o^,^'  ^  ^-  ^-  ^-  ^7^>-  A  petition  for  rehearing 
was  denied  on  July  18,  1923. 

258.  United  States  v.  United  Gas  Improvement  Co.,  Eq.  23-317: 

r^^wQ^^^^^'xT^^x^^'''"^^"  ^^^  ^^^^  ^P"l  20,  1922,  in  the  District 
Court  (b.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  United  Gas  Improvement  Company. 
2  other  corporations  and  8  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  re- 
strain and  monopolize  interstate  trade  in  INCANDESCENT  LAMPS 
tixtures,  and  appliances  by  securing  control  of  a  number  of  valuable 
patents  and  excluding  others  from  the  use  of  those  patents,  by  acquir- 
ing and  combining  competing  companies,  and  by  intimidating  competi- 
tors.  A  decree  of  discontinuance  was  entered  on  March  26,  1923. 

259.  United  States  v.  Trenton  Potteries  Co.,  Cr.  32-566:    Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  August  8,  1922,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  agamst  the  Trenton  Potteries  Company,  22  other 
con>orations  and  23  individuals,  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale 
?l  ..r^J'V^^^  ^^^  }^^.  sanitary  pottery  in  the  United  States,  charging 
that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  trade  by  fixing  prices  and 
by  confining  the  sales  of  their  products  to  certain  parties  termed  "legiti- 
mate jobbers,    all  others  being  compelled  to  trade  through  these  job- 
bers at  increased  prices.  Twenty  individuals  and  23  corporations  were 
found  guilty  and  the  remaining  three  individual  defendants  were  found 
not  guilty.     On  April  20,  1923,  sentences  to  imprisonment  for  terms 
aggregating  52  months  were  imposed  on  8  individual  defendants  and 
fines  aggregating  $169,000  were  imposed  on  the  remaining  individual 
and  corporate  defendants.    The  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Cir- 
cuit reversed  the  conviction  on  May  9.  1924  (300  Fed.  550,  10  F.  A.  D. 
TV  r-  y"  cer^^orari^  the  Supreme  Court  reinstated  the  judgment  of  the 
Distnct  Court  on  February  21,  1927  (273  U.  S.  392,  10  FA.  D.  994). 
On  petition  of  the  defendants,  the  District  Court  on  April  15,  1927 
directed  the  payment  of  fines  and  suspended  sentences,  and  upon  the 
ch^r^e^d'^"  months'  probation  the  defendants  were  formally  dis- 

260  United  States  v.  A.  Schrader's  Son,  Inc.,  Eq.  1116:  Petition 
?S^^'  1  ^jl^™^"  Act  and  under  the  Clayton  Act  filed  August  31, 
1922,  in  the  district  Court  (E.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  A.  Schrader's  Son  Inc 
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p^^qqi^II'^'a^/tJ?^^^  FITTINGS  for  VALVES,  PNEUMATIC 
^Kli-bbUKt.  GAUGES,  etc.,  used  on  automobile  tires  and  tubes,  and 
Its  otticers,  alleging  a  combination  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  by 
means  of  a  licensing  agreement ;  by  the  imposition  upon  purchasers  of 
conditions  of  sale  which  permitted  resale  only  at  fixed  prices  and  to 
designated  purchasers;  by  requiring  discriminatory  prices  in  certain 
instances ;  and  by  requiring  that  the  articles  be  used  only  in  connection 
with  others  manufactured  by  the  defendants.  A  final  decree  was 
entered  on  July  14,  1923,  perpetually  enjoining  the  imposition  of  the 
conditions  complained  of. 

r  T  ^^n-    PiiJ!.^  ^^*^*  ^-  Railway  Employees*  Department  of  A.  F. 
?Lri"-      u    T^^^'.  P^t^t^o'^  ""der  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  1, 

1922,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Railway  Employees' 
Department  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor,  composed  of  organ- 
izations of  railway  shopmen  and  certain  individuals,  alleging  a  con- 
spiracy to  obstruct  the  operation  of  RAILROADS  and  to  interfere 
711^  '^'  TRANSPORTATION  OF  THE  MAILS  by  violence,  intim?- 
dation,  and  destruction  of  property.  A  temporary  restraining  order  was 
issued  on  September  1,  1922.  The  government's  motion  for  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  was  granted  on  September  25,  1922  (283  Fed.  479  9  F 
A.  JJ.  /07),  and  a  decree  was  entered.    On  October  5,  1922,  a  second 
?''Vo?7"5''^.'1^"^^^?"  "^'^^  granted.   The  District  Court,  on  January 
T^  i  iio   o"'^^  the  defendants'  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  (286 
Fed  228,  9  F.  A.  D.  831).    After  a  final  hearing,  the  conspiracy  was 
declared  illegal  on  July  12,  1923  (290  Fed.  978,  9  F.  A.  D.  852),  and  on 
the  same  day  a  decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
operation  of  the  conspiracy. 

262  United  States  v.  R.  H.  Clements,  Cr.  5019:  Indictment  un- 
%^  n  ^/?^?rT ^"  ^""^  returned  September  25,  1922,  in  the  District  Court 
^:>.  JJ.  i^alit.)  against  Clements  and  seven  others,  charging  a  conspir- 
acy to  interfere  with  interstate  RAILROAD  TRANSPORTATION 
by  inducing  employees  of  the  Santa  Fe  Railroad  to  abandon  certain 
trains  which  they  were  operating  near  Needles,  California.  After  a 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  was  sustained,  a  second  indictment  was 
returned  November  8,  1922.  On  December  20,  1922,  the  defendants 
M/rtl,  r  io?A  !{  ^?.^  fines  aggregating  $10,000  were  imposed.  On 
March  17,  1924  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit,  affirmed 
the  conviction  (297  Fed.  206),  and  on  October  13,  1924,  the  Supreme 
Court  denied  certiorari  (266  U.  S.  605). 

263.  United  States  v.  J.  E.  Williams,  Cr.  4744  and  4974:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  September  27,  1922  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (W.  D.  Tex.)  against  Williams  and  eighi  othe'rs? charging 
a  conspiracy  to  interfere  with  interstate  commerce  by  injurine-  and  dis- 
abing  LOCOMOTIVES.  After  a  mistrial,  an  order  of ^Sssal  was 

murne/n"  H  ^'  'u^l  P""  ^T'.'f  ^'  '^^^'  ^  ^ ^  rn6^cZ:nt  ZTs 
returned  under  which  five  of  the  defendants  were  found  guilty  on  Feb 

ment  w.^HU  •  ^^'^^^^"'^f  ^'  ^^"^  ^^""^  "^^  ^"^^t^'  ^"^  the  indict- 
r^T  r.l  /"r^^  ?  ^5  ^^^  remaining  defendants.  On  September  3, 
^y^o    ea.ct\  ot  the  defendants  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  10 

App  afs'Flth"r  ^'••f^'ffi^"  Decemberl.  1923,  thrGrcuTcourt  S 
appeals,  l^ifth  Circuit,  affirmed  the  conviction  (295  Fed.  302,  10  F.  A. 
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U!  S^  591)"**  °"  ^""^  ^'  ^^'^'  ^^^  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari  (26S 

264.    United  States  V.Ed.  Powell:    Indictment  under  the  Sherman 
W  ^f?r"^d  October  18,  1922,  in  the  District  Court  (E    D    Ky.) 

tf^r^  h""^'"  ^"*^  "k"'"'"'  ^''^'■#'"«^  ^  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
Zrr^A$  commerce  by  settmg  fire  to  certain  FREIGHT  CARLOADS 

?Lr?A    ■        ■  ^"^"^^^  P'  }^'  P«^«"  pleaded  guilty  and  was  sen- 

identified.""^"""""*"*         °  '^^^'-  "^^^  °*''"  conspirators  were  never 

-^-i  Od"p  y?^***^  ^f  **\''V?"'  Dressers'  and  Fur  Dyers'  Ass'n.  Eq. 
Sict  Cnnrw^"  n*M  V  x^^""?^"  ^."  ^^^'^  November  8.  1922,  in  the 
A^Iifi^-  ^^-  °-  ^-  \^  *^^'"''  *''"^  P"--  Dressers'  and  Fur  Dyers' 

dressw'^n/n  •*'  '^^^V%  '^*'°  ^^'^  '="&^^^<1  i"  the  business  of 
Ih^ftTf //  P^'J'^u  ^RS  for  manufacturers  and  dealers,  alleging 
AssoH.tinn  ?  *'.  ^^^  combined,  through  the  instrumentality  of^hf 
Association,  to  restrain  interstate  trade  by  refusing  to  give  discounts 
by  furnishing  to  the  Association  for  distribution  amonf  the  members' 
a  list  of  the  customers  who  failed  to  pay  their  accounts  when  du^  and 
\LVlT''°l^''T'^'',i%  9i?  ^^y  2,  1925.  the  District  Court  declared 
was^ismis'sed."   ^^     ^^  ^^  ^^^'^  ^'  ^^  ^^  ^-  ^-  ^">'  »"^  '^'^  ?«'««" 

ur,Al^*l  Y^***^  ^^}^^l-  R'«=hard  Hudnut.  Inc.,  Eq.  25-93:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  8.  1922.  in^e  District  Court" 
4'TTi.Vi.o'  ^7  4^5?'"®*  R'chard  Hudnut,  Inc.,  a  manufacturer  of  PER- 
foVracf  to  fi'  ^^'^^"^  ARTICLES,  alleging  a  combinaSon  and  con- 
spiracy to  fix  resale  prices  by  means  of  coercion.  On  July  2  1925  the 
fhr^I^v  °"  ^^«d«<='Fed  legal  (8  F.  (2d)  1010,  10  F.  A.  D.' 633)  and 
fon'^or?"  ;:'^^dlsm.ssed.  On  June  29,  1925,  the  government's  peti- 
tion for  a  rehearing  was  denied.  ^ 

th.  Ih!"  U™*?'^  Stttes  V  A  L.  Harvel,  Cr.  3827:  Indictment  under 
rw  n   f^'^        •  '■^*'^"^*'  December  13,  1922,  in  the  District  Court 

and"  roni;tL^^^'"^*  ^''^^^  ^""?  ^'^^  °*'"='"^'  '^^'^"•P"?  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  pursuance  of 
which  an  assault  was  made  upon  a  roadmaster  of  the  Kansas  Citv 
te?eH  r"t^^''™^*^i    9"  December  17,  1923,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  en- 

268.  United  States  v.  Gypsum  Industries  Ass'n,  Eq.  25-215:  Peti- 
Courr/s^n  M^v  s"^" -^^  filed  December  27,  1922;  in  the  District 
,>=  r.i.K;  u  -^  against  the  Gypsum  Industries  Association  and 
Its  members  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined,  through  the 

GySm  PR^nVir4l'°''r'°.^'  *?/^?'^^'"  interstate 'commence  in 
t^  nr;.         PRODUCTS  by  the  distribution  of  statistical  data  relating 

dav  dissAllfn^'  th     a"'  "' ••  -^  '°"'/"*  ^"""^  ^^^  •^"t'^^^d  on  the  ^am! 
day  dissolving  the  Association  and  perpetually  enjoinine  the  further 

permitW   h^/T''""*'?" •  "^^  ^-"'7  ^'  '^28^  sipplei^ental  See 
permitting  the  exchange  of  certain  information  was  entered. 

V.fU^^'    ".?'**!  ^*?t"  ''•  '^'^  A^*'"  of  Window  Glass  Mfrs..  Eq.  817 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  5,  1923,  in  the  District 
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Court  (N  D.  Ohio)  against  the  National  Association  of  Window  Glass 
Manufacturers  and  its  members,  composed  of  all  the  manufactm-ers  of 
hand-blown  WINDOW  GLASS,  and  the  National  Window  Glass 
Workers'  Association  and  its  members,  comprising  all  the  labor  avail- 

re'st^rn't  oMraTh  '"  ''*=  ""T^  ^^"^^'  'j'^^'"?  ^  combination^ 
tween  th^L^t,  1  ^^.  "^^"^  °^  ^  so-called  "wage-scale  contract"  be- 
^Ich  nrnviln  f  *'  k'^i"  .^^^."^'ation  and  the  workers'  association, 
which  provided  for  the  limitation  of  production  by  dividing  all  manu- 

lTnr,.,'"*°  ''^°  ^°u"P''  "?<*  '^f  ^hich  was  to  be  in  ope^ratio^one- 
half  of  the  year  so  that  only  one-half  of  the  factories  would  be  in 

a'f/.^nn"/'  ^"^  °-"^  time  during  the  year.  On  January  5  1923.  a 
a  temporary  restraining  order  was  granted;  on  February  2,    923   the 

on  AorU  WI9II  f'n'"''^  '""^^^'^  ^^L  ^'^-  ^'  ^  ^-  A-  D.'895)7and 
«f  flU:     r'  ^<^^"ee  was  entered  en  pining  the  further  operation 

December"  cT^^tJi'^  °P"^"  r"  °^  ""^  ^'"^"^^  combination.  On 
UictC^urfid^' I  J^Vn^\^°^'^.l.^''^'^^^  the  decree  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (263  U.  S.  403,  10  F.  A.  D.  27),  and  a  decree  dismissing  the 
petition  was  entered  on  March  1.  1924.  dismissing  the 

th^  <fi!f  ■    ^"i*'**  ^***^  V.  Frank  Bastin,  Cr.  7373 :    Indictment  under 
Ohio^ T*"  Act  returned  January  5, 1923,  in  the  District  Court  (N.D 
Manufacfuier   .iTl"'  ^''^National  Association  of  Window  Glass 
Manufacturers  and  its  members,  composed  of  all  the  manufacturer.:  nf 

WoJk'e  TasS^o'''^  P ^^'''  r'  ^•^^  NatiSirwTndr  cTas 
workers   Association  and  its  members,  comprising  all  of  the  labor 

fn  restrai„rofr^"K'''  '"  ''''  V"'*^'^  ^''''''  ''^-^-^  ^  combinLtS 
^een  the  f'  ^^  ""1^"'  °^  ^  ^^^^^'^  "wage-scale  contract"  be- 

!dh1rhnr     ."^^""f^cturers'  association  and  the  workers'  association, 

ri  nfT  K  ^°'  '^t  ''•^''°"  °f  ^"  "manufacturers  into  two  groups 
each  of  which  was  to  be  in  operation  only  one-half  of  the  yearlo  tha 
only  one-half  of  the  factories  would  be  in  operation  at  any  one  Ume 

fn  vTei  S  t^h?He  °"  ""TT'l'  '«•  '"25.  a  nolle  prosequi  Jas  entered 
in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  United  States  v.  Nafl 
As^n  of  mndow  Glass  Mfrs.  (263  U.  S.  403,  10  F.  A.  D.  27).  case  No. 

..nHefti;    ^J^*'*' States  v.ReiUy.Cr.  3339  and  3340:    Two  indictments 

rW  D  N  V  r*"^"  ^'i  'T'"^^  J^""^^y  5,  1923,  in  the  District  Court 
( W.  D.  N  Y.)  against  Reilly  and  thirteen  others,  charging  a  consoiracv 
to  dynamite  the  high-speed  line  of  the  International  RAILWAY  A 
third  indictment  was  returned  January  7, 1924,  to  which  four  defendant^ 
pleaded  guilty  on  January  9, 1924,  the  sentences  being  suspended  pend 
mg  the  tna    of  four  other  defendants  who  pleaded  not  guilty      On 

sentTnTed  Vo  ^'^'  *'"'  ''"'^  f  ^'""^^"^^  ""^  ^ '""^  ^-'t^  -^  -ch  was 
sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  one  year  and  fines  aggregating  $13  000 

were  imposed     On  March  4,  1925,  (he  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  Sec 

U\^\lv'  HuA  ■  ^^^)-  A  "°"^  prosequi  was  entered  on  June 
were  m;H!  5  ^"*  ^°"'r°^  V*"'  '^^^ini"?  defendants,  certain  of  whom 
were  made  parties  to  a  further  indictment.     (See  case  No   295  )     A 

Sendams''"'  ""'  '"''"''  °"  ^*'"""''"  ^^'  ^^^6.  as  to  the  remaining 
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th.  il  A       ^^*^y-  Tom  Hency,  Cr.  2586:    Indictment  under 

the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  16,  1923,  in  the  District  Court  ( N  D 
SerlX'r.1"'"'^  and  others,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  interfere  with 
rua.^  9  192^?  hT  ^  '"^""1«^  and  disabling  loconJotives.  On  Feb- 
165, 9  F.  AD.  823)         '"'  ">dictment  was  sustained  (286  Fed. 

273.  United  States  V.  Kryptok  Co.,  Eq.  26-26 :  Petition  under  the 
fi'^flK'^'V^'"''  J?"!^^'"^  22,  1923,  in  the  District  Court(S  D  N  Y  ) 
S  .1 '  ^r^^'u^  Company  and  others,  who  controlled  approxi- 
mately three-fourths  of  the  business  in  fused  BIFOCAL  LENSES 

bWd  to'''  '?  * -"^  ^"'''**  ^''''^'-  ^"^«'"g  '""^^  the  deefndants  hfd  com 
Krvntok  r^       ""  'nterstate  trade  by  the  granting  of  licenses  by  the 
I&sor  tfrr?  """•"•  «rt^'."  ba«<=  patents,  which  empowered  the 
licensor  to  fix  uniform  pnces  to  jobbers  if  the  licensees  could  not  them- 

missed  f^-n^r.r^''  P^'"?-  °"  IV'y  f  •  '925.  the  petition  was  d"- 
whlrh  th^^^v^  *^*  expiration  on  May  5,  1925,  of  the  patents  under 
which  the  licenses  were  issued  (11  F.  (2d)  874, 10  F.  A.  D  673). 

V  ^■?'^'    ^""^^f  States  V.  Maple  Flooring  Mfrs.'  Ass'n.  Eq.  1979- 

?ourTav"D  M^'.^''"™""  \^*  ^l'^  ^^'^^  5,  1923,  in  thrOi  tri« 
Sinn  ^n^'  ^  -^  l'^'''"''  ^^^  ^^P'*^  Flooring  Manufacturers'  As- 
HARDWOnn  F^An^T^Tt;^*"^^! '^  '"  producing  70  per  cent  of  the 
HAKDWOOD  FLOORING  sold  in  the  United  States,  alleging  that 

cfation  t!i1.«  '  •  ""^  ^"^'"'^  *'''°"^''  *•>«  instrumentality  of  t1,e  Asso- 
ciation to  res  ram  interstate  commerce  in  maple,  beech,  and  birch  floor- 

of^thL^"^!  /fu""*  <l'f  geminating  detailed  information  as  to  the  cost 
nmH.^rf  ^h?  l;  -^  "'''"'"^  °^  production,  the  actual  price  which  the 
hind  ,nH?»,^''*  '"  J?^''  transactions,  the  stocks  of  merchandise  on 
mpnf't^l^.-  f  approximate  cost  of  transportation  from  points  of  ship- 
Satistt,Pat"i?i-^°"'"'^.Pj'°"  V^"**  ^y  discussing  such  information  and 
resner  tn  V^.f' "^'  T'*''""*'  however,  reaching  any  agreement  with 
cember  9  P""^' P^°'l"<:t.on,  or  restraints  on  competition.  On  De- 
4  T9?4  h  ^A  *''*  '^^"''"nation  was  declared  illegal,  and  on  January 
ioinint't  J^  .-"^^  was  entered  dissolving  the  combination  and  en- 
decreeVmfn'  .'"'.  ^°'"P'^t'"'^°L-,T'"=  ^""^'^""^  Court  reversed  the 
an^HHl  f  f  "''•  ^°"'"*  J?"*  ''  '^^S  (268 U.  S.  563, 10 F.  A.  D.  188), 
was  J^i^rrlH""  '■^''tt-'"^  '^''i  '^^"i'"''  0"'*°''"  12-  1925,  and  a  final  decree 

decree  InH  He"  *    •'  '"\"'^^**^  J^,"^^'^  ^'  '^6'  vacating  the  former 
aecree  and  dismissing  the  complaint. 

T,  ,.V^-    ^i'***^  ^^***  ^-  New  York  Coffee  &  Sugar  Exchanee  Inc  • 

SomTs^D  N  Y^^''''"'^^^'^'^i^P"'  '^^  l^^-  -  the  District 
fhpM^  \?' ,  >~^i  ^^^"?'.*  ^•'^  N<=^^  York  Coffee  &  Sugar  Exchange, 
bers  alTeJn^  .^"'^"k-^"^  Sugar  Clearing  Association,  and  their  mern^ 
unwkrrin?./.  •  '"'""/"°"  ^""i  conspiracy  to  establish  artificial  and 
WH  whin  P"«'- "?t  governed  by  the  law  of  supply  and  demand  but 
based  wholly  on  fictitious  and  speculative  transactions  which  did  not 
contemplate  actual  delivery  of  SUGAR.  An  application  for  a  prelim°- 
st17„ln"t1n"'*'°fi  Tu'  '^""'*^**  °"  ^P"'  30.  1923."^  In  accordant  w^a 
tKfflH.  "•'/  u-^u'l^^"!?^  ^^'  ^""^  «"  t^'e  petition,  the  answers,  and 
tfon  wl  '  *  ^^f"  A^*^  ^^"  submitted.  A  decree  dismissing  the  peti- 
tion was  en  ered  On  January  28,  1924,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed 
the  decree  of  the  District  Court  (263  U.  S.  611,  10  F.  A  D  125) 
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276.  Umted  States  v.  Western  Pine  Mfrs.'  Ass'n,  Civil  601 :  Pe- 
tition under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  30,  1923,  in  the  District  Court 
(Minn.)  against  the  Western  Pine  Manufacturers'  Association  and  Us 

^rTr^^r.';^  T}TfT^Fo'"'''"^*i°"  ^"^  Conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  in  LUMBER  manufactured  from  Idaho  white  pine,  western 
white  pine  and  other  woods.  On  November  6,  1925,  the  pet  tion  was 
dismissed  by  stipulation,  in  view  of  the  decisioA  of  the  Supreme  C^rt 
'Jl^"**''^  States  V  Maple  Flooring  Mfrs.'  Ass'n  (268  U.  S.  563, 10  F.  A.  D. 
loo;,  case  i\o.  z/4. 

p«.?^^"  "?*ted  States  v.  Industrial  Ass'n  of  San  Francisco,  Eq.  1044 : 
Cour  ?n"A  r=.r?t  S''^™an  Act  filed  May  26,  1923,  in  the  District 
the  R,.  m;^'  %  u^  against  the  Industrial  Association  of  San  Francisco, 
consr^ricv  to  r^^t  "^*;  ^!5'^  ^^^'/  members,  alleging  a  combination  and 
M a-tfpTa I  c  u*''^J"  ^""^^^  ^"**  suppress  competition  in  BUILDING 
^tl  V^^^  ^^c^^''-  '°-'=^"^<^  "American  pl^n,"  which  provided  for 
the  employment  of  union  and  non-union  foremen  in  equal  proportions 

^nn  t„"*f""!J"l?"  ^''Kf'",^'?  °."  ^'''^  J°'':  and  by  collusive  bidding,  coer- 
oendenflTit/"°"'H^'^''^'"*;?^'x^**^-  O"  J""«  l^,  1923,  an  injunction 
?n?o1n^H  !  ^^%<ll'»ed-  9"  November  10,  1923,  the  District  Court 
enjoined  certain  of  these  activities  (293  Fed.  925,  10  F.  A.  D.  94).    On 

r£?.f  <^'^«  IT  'c^^^lT!;?T  9""''*  reversed  the  decree  of  the  District 
tWs  m2?atYf„nt*2.'?9?-5:'-  ""■  ''^'  ^"-^  ''"'  P"'^'°"  ^^^  ^'^--^^  ^ 

unH<.r?i;»  ^J"****  States  y.  American  Chain  Co.,  Eq.  27-27:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  16,  1923,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
fn'rirc  ^  "  ^  American  Chain  Company  and  ten  other  manufac- 
\^IZ\  !,"^^"«^  ^  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
I^A  ?u  c°'?™f  ce  in  spring-bar  BUMPERS  FOR  AUTOMOBILES 
^ranHn/o/r  "'^^  \l  '"^^']^  °U''^  acquisition  of  patents  and  the 
dkm U«H  ^if"'."  *'^e'-«""der.  On  March  IS,  1927,  the  petition  was 
dismissed  without  prejudice  in  view  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 

7^)  ca"se  No  28l'""'''  ^"*"'''' ^'''"'*'  ^°-  (272  U.  S.  476, 10  F.  A.  D. 

28  970  ?■  r.^.".?-***'  ^^}^^  y-  H''^  Poultry  Dealers'  Protective  Ass^  Eq. 
n-  7-       Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  18  1924  in  the 

tWe  A«  ^° ";'  ^^-  ?•  ^-  ^•>  ^^^'«^*  '^'  Live  Poultry Vealerfp" tec! 
wIm^Tk  *'*'"'  "^h^*  membership  included  more  than  one-half  of  all 
hs  nfflf.  ^""^r  °^  ^r  POULTRY  in  New  York  City,  and  certain  of 
uniform  nri^^  ""V^^t'^'  ^"^S;ing  a  combination  to  fix  and  maintain 
Xai^flf  Au^  *°  ''T""  ^^'^  otherwise  discriminate  against  those 
Who  failed  to  adhere  to  these  prices.    On  April  7  1924  the  combination 

pendem  'me  "'^^''  ^"^^J'i'''^  ''  ^-  ^  °-  316)  and^r^jW  on 
of  Annl!i     I'^^'FA"*^'^-    ^"  December  3,  1924,  the  Circuit  Court 

(4  F%    R^^^fTF  ^a"??'!,'c!.^''^\^  ^^^  ^^"^^  °f  'he  District  Court 

by  direcHo^f  \u    ■  ^-  ^-  ^^^^-    ^^\  '^'*  ^^^  '"ed  on  its  merits  and. 

IS  192';  .l«       f     n  ''°"''*.'  ?  consent  decree  was  entered  on  December 

J.  iy^5,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

TnH^5°'  U^'ted  States  v.  Mitchell  Brothers'  Company  Cr  12101- 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  T'l924  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  Mitchell  Brother^s'  Company  and 
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cIm"^^'  who  produced  70  per  cent  of  the  HARDWOOD  FLOORING 
thrn  ^"J^t^  •  ^'"^  ^'^^^''  "^^^^"^  ^^^t  the  defendants  had  combined 

issodatinn'/^'^'r-''^'"^^'^  ^^  '^^  ^^P^^  ^^^^""^  Manufacturers' 
flooHnf  K  '  '^•r'^'''  interstate  commerce  in  maple,  beech,  and  birch 
fheir  o^rolc'r^r^^^^i^"^  disseminating  information  as  to  {he  cost  of 
nroHn^t  Kr  '  i!.^  ''''^'''"^  ^^  production,  the  actual  price  which  the 
hind  .nH  r/  '  '"  ^^''  transactions,  the  stocks  of  merchandise  on 
m.n/  f.     the  approximate  cost  of  transportation  from  points  of  ship- 

Tnd  statift^s tl'^."'"'"P'  T'  ""^  ^^  discussing  such  informatio^n 
and  statistics  at  meetings  without,  however,  reaching  any  airreement 

7u\v26"?g2'.?.P"T'  P^^^tiction,  or  restraints  on  c^omp^etS  On 
SunVit.  r^  '.""^'".rv^i  c  ^'  dismissed,  in  view  of  the  decision  of 
the  bupreme  Court  in  L^m/eJ  States  v.  Maple  Flooring  Mfrs/  Ass^n  (268 
U.b.  563, 10  F.  A.  D.  188),  case  No.  274. 

undef  !he  ^rl^^  ^^1^^  ^-1  ^^?r^  ^^^^^  ^-^  Eq.  1051 :  Petition 
r N  n  ol;^?  ™?"  ^u^  ^^^^  ^^"^^  20,  1924,  in  the  District  Court 
ba.i  rn  .t^  .^  ^^^'"'^  ^^I  ^^"^'^^  ^^^^tric  Company,  the  owner  of  the 
basic  patents  for  incandescent  electric  lamps,  and  others  alleeine  a 
combination  to  fix  and  maintain  resale  prices  of  ELECTRIC  Lffi 
il  means  n  r  '^'''"^  ^^  '^^""^^  ""^^^^^  ^^"^racts"  with  reVaiTers  and 
sknHar  r../r  ir  ""'"^^^-^^""^"^^  ^]}^  ^ther  manufacturers  containing 
Sed?el.l  n\^#'?^'^'7^  i^Ji  ^P"^  ^'  ^^25,  the  combination  wa! 
tl,.  ^I^.•  ^  ^^^  ^-  ^^1^  ^JL^'  ^^  ^-  A-  ^-  790),  and  a  decree  dismissing 
^ecrfe  oTtL'^nir- rr  •  ^"  "^x?^^^'  '^^  ^"P^^'"^  ^^^^^  affirmed  thf 
F  A  D  7S)  "        ^""""^  """  November  23,  1926  (272  U.  S.  476,  10 

Rmq^^^T*  ^^f'*'''^  States  V.  Natl  Malleable  &  Steel  Castings  Co.,  Cr. 
8015.    Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  27,  1924  in  the 

?ast[nt  r'^n'"''  ^^'  ^-.^H^^  "^^"^^  '^'  National  Malleable  &  Stfel 
?^^l  f.u'^'^F^rK  ?^".^  others,  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  75  per 
cent  of  the  MALLEABLE  IRON  CASTINGS  made  in  the  United 
States  charging  that  the  defendants  had  combined,  through  the  i n s  m 
mentality  of  the  American  Malleable  Castings  A^sociatfon  of  S- 
Ind  cnnH;t^'"^'?  competition  by  fixing  non-competitive  prices,  terms 
r^i  fTl    '""l ""!  '^^^'  ^'J^.^y  apportioning  customers,  etc.    Demur- 

Dosed  hv  rlrtJ'    /"J^  ^"^  ^^^  '^''^'''''^  ^°  ^"^^^  the  indictment  inter- 
??Ix  ^A^i^^i^^^"  defendants  were  overruled  on  July  15    1924    (6  F 

ililrio!  L^^^^^  "".''''  ^'^  '^'^'''''^^  dk^dants  rf/usS  fo 

appear  for  tnal  in  Cleveland,  it  was  necessary  to  prosecute  removal 

d[r?.fH•".^^'^^'"'V\'"l^^^^^^  ^^^^^  ^'^^'^^  ^^tirts  in  each  ofT4  lu- 
dicial  districts  in  which  they  resided  or  were  found.    In  some  cases  it 

Al?o7t w'.^7  'U  '^'  ^^^^^r  "'^^  '°  '^^'^'  ^^^^^^  ^^^P"s  proceedings. 
All  of  these  ancillary  proceedings  were  decided  in  favor  of  the  ffovern- 

^'f"  2X  ni  mV^^A'  1?  ^l.\h^^o'  ^  ^'  (2d)  156,  10  F.  A  r54T: 
84^*  ?  F  f  n^^•A?I.^ty^^^^^^  212,  10  F.  A.  D.  560;  11  F.  (2d) 
F  A  n  -q^^  -^24;  11  F.  (2d)  845,  12  F.  A.  D.  228;  11  F.  (2d)  847,  10 
F.  A  D  566)     Before  September  13,  1926,  the  date  set  for  trial   pi^ac- 

^7inr^797  ^'^''''^^  • ''  P^'^^"^  ^['y  ^^  "^^^  contendere,  fines  k|gre- 
^ting  $227,000  were  imposed,  and  the  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to 
the  remaining  defendants. 

l^n  w  «'i  T^"o''?-  ^^^^^  7*  Southern  Calif.  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n, 
t.q.  H-81-J:    Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  2,  1924,  in  the 
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District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  Southern  California  Grocers' 
i-o A^i^l??i7c"^  ^^^  members,  alleging  a  combination  to  fix  prices  of 
UKUCtRIES,  to  exchange  information,  and  to  exclude  competitors, 
especialy  chain  stores,  by  an  agreement  not  to  deal  with  manufacturers 
who  sold  directly  to  such  competitors.  On  August  28,  1925,  the  com- 
bination wa^  declared  illegal  (7  F.  (2d)  944,  10  F.  A.  D.  622),  and  on 
beptember  22,  1925,  a  decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  its  fur- 
ther operation.  j      j         o 

u  o/?  w*  ^^^^  ^^*^»  V.  California  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n,  Eq. 
H-80-M :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  2,  1924,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  California  Wholesale  Grocers' 
Association  and  its  members,  alleging  a  combination  to  fix  prices,  to 
exchange  information,  and  to  exclude  competitors,  especially  chain 
stores,  by  an  agreement  not  to  deal  with  manufacturers  who  sold  di- 
rectly to  such  competitors.  On  September  25,  1924,  the  case  was  dis- 
missed as  to  one  defendant  and  on  May  5,  1926,  a  consent  decree  was 
entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

01  cJ^^^  United  States  v.  Utah-Idaho  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n,  Eq. 
8158:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  9,  1924,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (Utah)  against  the  Utah-Idaho  Wholesale  Grocers'  Asso- 
ciation and  Its  members  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined 
through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Association,  to  fix  and  enhance 
pnces  and  to  suppress  competition  in  GROCERIES  and  other  like 
articles.  After  certain  preliminary  motions  had  been  overruled  a 
consent  decree  was  entered  on  September  27,  1926,  perpetually  enjoin- 
ing the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

286.  United  States  v.  Jeffrey  Manufacturing  Co.,  Civil  289 :  Peti- 
/c '^T^^Al''.  \^^  Sherman  Act  filed  May  3,  1924,  in  the  District  Court 
(b.  D  Ohio)  against  the  Jeffrey  Manufacturing  Company  and  other 
manufacturers  of  COAL-CUTTING  MACHINERY,  alleging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  by  means  of  a 
patent  pool,  cross-licenses  containing  price-fixing  agreements,  and 
other  provisions  regulating  and  restricting  competition.  The  District 
t.ourt  denied  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  petition  on  June  30,  1925  but 
sustained  a  motion  to  strike  out  certain  portions  of  the  petition  unless 
the  government  elected  to  file  an  amended  petition.  An  amended 
petition  was  filed  on  September  24,  1925,  and  motions  to  dismiss  this 
petition  were  denied  on  July  12,  1926.  On  May  25,  1934,  the  petition 
was  dismissed  because  the  issues  had  become  moot. 

287.  United  States  v.  Wheeler-Osgood  Co.,  Eq.  8680-34 :  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  5,  1924,  in  the  District  Court 
(lUre.)  against  the  Wheeler-Osgood  Company  and  others,  alleging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  FIR  DOORS 
by  eliminating  competition  in  their  manufacture  and  sale.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  on  June  18,  1925,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
operation  of  the  combination. 

288.  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (Indiana),  Eg.  4131: 
Tm  V? "xn^x'^^''  ^^^  Sherman  Act  filed  June  25,  1924,  in  the  District  Court 
111'  •  •  Hv  ^S^^"st  the  Standard  Oil  Company  and  others,  engaged  in 
retining  94  per  cent  of  all  gasoline  produced  by  the  so-called  "cracking 
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bf^^H  ^         the  United  States,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  com- 

KERn%'^%"'''V"'u''^^Xr^'"^  ^°^«'&n  commerce  in  GASOLINE 
KEROSENE,  and  other  HYDROCARBON  PRODUCTS  bv  a  series 

0  tS3s^"ir"-"r""«^  agreements,  which  re^atel  the  use 
ot  tne  patents  on  the  crackmg  process  and  which  contained  burdensome 

ma1ntKoTaltie°:7o  ?'  f^  '=°"f '•''°"^'  ^^'^  «  agreements"to  fiTand 
mamtam  royalties,  to  divide  royalties,  etc.    On  Mav  21   1925  the  DU 

ment?^'','"^"™^'^  objections' to  evidence  intrXed  by  the  gov°r„: 
T^l^^f'TK^^  *^*=  P*"^"t^  o^  the  defendants,  and  on  May  29  ^925 

1  ?n     "J*"^  objections  to  the  government's  interrogatoriw     Pursuant 
Tei^Hn    "^^y  ' •*'''^  ^^y  ^'  '^26,  the  government  filed  rsupplementa 
petition  alleging  that  certain  of  the  patents  of  the  Texas  Comoanv  were 

fspedal  MTste'r'in  Ch"'  ''''"  '^  f  "^^^    TestimonVwaTtXnLZ: 
L„M     •         ■    %^  '"  Chancery  and  his  report,  containing  findings  and 

The  DUtri'./r^'7'  °^  the  defendants,  '^as' filed  December  7^  1I27 

1      P'ltrict  Court  reversed  the  Master's  findings  Tune  11    1929  He 

tieirfn'^r  '^'  cross-licensing  agreements  were^fllgarand  enjoined 

t£e  siorer^^r'^"'.™^""  ^l^  I  ^^d)  617,  12  F.  A.  D.  690).    On  ap^eaj 

931  (283  U  S  r«  VTl^  'J^M%?^^^°^  '^^  D'«t""  Court  April  13 

was  enfered'on  f^c         ;i^-  ^-  ^^?^--  °"  J""«  ^S,  1931,  a  final  decree 
was  entered  on  this  mandate  dismissing  the  petition. 

A  ^^.L  J{"'***^  States  v.  Seattle  Produce  Ass'n.  Civil  410  •  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  18, 1924,  in  the  District  Court  (WD 
Wash.)  against  the  Seattle  Produce  Association  and  its  members  a^iep^' 

KRmTtvEGETARVr.  *"h'^  ""'.  «^'"^  and  m^imSj-p'ricl 
lor  r  Kui  1  b,  y  I1.GETABLES,  and  produce ;  and  bv  limitine'  arbJtrnrilv 

n  e^on  MLT2n92TH!"^* '^  "l^'^l"    A  "irmTc're J  w2 
thf^u^'thTr  SlTeSioLS;  SbX^^  ^^^''"^'•°"  ^"^  ^"^--"^ 

ft,.  Iu°'     ""'a*^  ^^}^^  ''•  ^'^  Sales  Corp.,  Eq.  30-33 :    Petition  under 

oL^cTcourWs'D  ^,!}'^^^'^°".'^^"l4?  "'''"  >'y  23,t924:in"the 
otherT  engaged  in  ?h.  „  ^^-  ^S^'"^*  the  Sisal  Sales  Corporation  and 
oiners,  engaged    n  the  growing,  marketing,  and  financing  of  sisal    a 

fw  n%^a7eXThr  t' s'^rr  ^""^  "?^<^  r}'  manuSre  ofSer 
sTsAT  hv^^fl-  .  ^^^'  Corporation  had  acquired  a  monopoly  in 
MbAL  by  agreeing  to  act  as  the  exclusive  selling  agent  of  Comi^iAn 
Exportadora  de  Yucatan.     The  Comision  Exiortafora  de  Cca  an 

&L  ;Uh"fund?f"*'°".  ::''^''  ^-c^-^*  ^■'^'  f--  P'oducer^t 
^u^^  k   K  ,    furnished  by  the  Sisal  Sales  Corporation    and 

87nn^^i*     ^"3^^  ^*^*5^  ^-   ^^^^^'i  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n    Eq 
8700-34:     Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  ^1924 

As  Sc^^i^Tand''^^^^^^  ^""k"^  '^T''  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^-^  G^o-^J 
bined  fhrnn^h^         members,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  com- 

tain  Prices  of  rPO?^^^^^^^  ""{'^^  Association,  to  fix  and  main- 

tain prices  of  GROCERIES,  to  exchange  price  lists,  and  to  exclude 
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certain  competitors  by  agreeing  not  to  deal  with  manufacturers  who 
sold  directly  to  such  competitors.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on 
June  4,  1926,  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  and 
any  acts  tending  to  restrict  the  freedom  of  manufacturers  in  selling 
their  products,  two  companies  and  two  individuals  being  dismissed. 

292.  UnitcdStatcsv.  Colgate  &  Co.,  Eq.  914:  Petition  under  the 
Sherman  Act  filed  December  1,  1924,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.) 
against  Colgate  &  Company,  a  manufacturer  of  SOAPS,  PERFUMES 
and  other  TOILET  ARTICLES,  and  a  large  number  of  wholesalers 
and  retailers,  alleging  a  combination  to  restrain  trade  by  fixing  and 
maintaining  resale  prices.  A  decree  was  entered  on  December  3,  1925, 
dismissing  the  petition  without  prejudice. 

293  United  States  v.  Lindsley  Bros.  Co.,  Cr.  C-4600 :  Indictment 
yS  1^  ^^^T  ^t^™^"  Act  filed  December  20,  1924,  in  the  District  Court 
(t.  D.  Wash.)  against  Lindsley  Brothers  Company  and  other  dealers 
in  western  RED  CEDAR  POLES,  charging  that  the  defendants  had 
combined  to  restrain  trade  by  agreeing  on  uniform  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  sale,  on  f.o.b.  basing  prices,  on  freight  charges,  and  on  deliv- 
ered prices  ;  and  by  maintaining  the  Western  Lumber  &  Coal  Company 
the  Western  Red  Cedar  Association,  and  the  Western  Red  Cedar- 
men  s  Information  Bureau  for  the  purpose  of  distributing  statistical 
data,  uniform  freight  rate  sheets,  and  price  lists.  On  October  20  1925 
the  corporate  defendants  pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $37  300 
were  imposed.  The  case  was  dismissed  as  to  all  of  the  individual 
defendants. 

T?  ?n«-  J?'^*?^  ^^^^  ^-  ^^*'^  P^'^ut  Cleaners  &  Shellers  Ass'n, 
^.  109 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  5,  1925,  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  Va.)  against  the  National  Peanut  Cleaners  & 

orr  A  xT?T^??°^i?^'^''  ^"^  '^^  members,  engaged  in  cleaning  and  shelling 
FEANUTS,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain 
trade  by  establishing  and  maintaining  uniform  and  arbitrary  terms 
and  conditions  of  sale,  brokers'  commissions,  and  grades ;  by  blacklist- 
ing and  boycotting  producers  who  failed  to  maintain  them ;  by  inter- 
changing trade  information  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  buying  and 
selling  prices ;  and  by  attempting  to  prevent  the  orderiy  marketing  of 
peanuts  by  the  Peanut  Growers'  Association.  A  consent  decree  was 
entered  on  June  15,  1925,  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combi- 
nation. On  June  1, 1933,  the  decree  was  modified  so  as  to  lessen  the  re- 
straints previously  imposed  in  view  of  changed  competitive  conditions, 
^n  April  2,  1934,  this  decree  was  modified  to  permit  compliance  with 
the  National  Recovery  Administration  code  for  the  raw  peanut  milline 
industry,  approved  January  12,  1934.  On  January  6,  1939,  a  decree 
was  entered  dissolving  the  consent  decree  and  dismissing  the  original 
petition  for  injunction,  in  view  of  changed  conditions  within  the 
industry. 

ur.A  ^^li  ^^'^^^  ^^^^^^  ^-  William  B.  Fitzgerald,  Cr.  6473 :  Indictment 
^W^ir^  XT  ^^^""a"  Act  returned  May  20,  1925,  in  the  District  Court 
^  vv.  u.  N.  Y.)  against  Fitzgerald  and  24  other  officers  and  members  of 
railway  employees'  organizations,  including  certain  of  the  defendants 
named  in  the  indictment  previously  returned  in  connection  with  the 
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(s«Ta'se"No ^7n '"'It'^^r   ''""  °^  '^'  International  RAILWAY 
(jsee  case  JNo.  Z71).    The  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  si-.^  r,(  fj,« 

'rSr^Hy  otriZTll^J  l^'V^^-'  !r  <l^^-<l-trwe?e  tjJd 
tothfre'^^ninSfe^d!n\s?nJu'neuT^P'°^^'^"'  "^^  ^"^'^^'^  - 

(N  p.  III.)  against  Coye  and  18  manufactufers  of  REFRIGERATORS 

aismissed  as  to  the  defendant  Coye,  and  all  but  two  of  the  remainino- 
On  ottertsiSs^''*^  '"'  ^"^^  aggregating  $68 w!  were  tmp3 
andafineof  $20^  w,«"    corporate  defendant  pleaded  nolo  contendere 

wafen^riSTthe  S£g  d?f:n°daS^' ''' '''''  ^  "°"^  P^^^^''- 
297.     United  States  V.  William  B   Baker  Cr   i^^n^.    t  ^-  * 

(n'd  ^SSs^bIi*  '"T.^^  Maf  ^.l^s."^/:;  tSstSr„?t 

liToVTi:  ^"-^/Sra'nst  Baker  and  55  manufacturers  of  CHAIRS  charcini^ 

NatiiitoSon  o^  cT''^^^^  *^°"^''  '""^  instrumentality  ofthf 
amonrth^  .^»  K  /  ^^'J  Manufacturers,  to  eliminate  competition 
among  the  members  of  the  Association  and  to  fix  prices.  The  indkt" 
ment  was  dismissed  as  to  one  defendant;  all  but  two  of  the  remain  nl 
StSc?oTer'7"l'9Z5^"*^',  ^"'  '""^^  ^^^^^^ating  Jire.tiSb  weVe~ed^ 
de"end2    B^lanrLf  r      P^'^'^^'xr'  ^^s  entered  as  to  the  remaining 

of  Sent  Hoover  °"'"^  ^°''-  ^''  '^^  ^"'  ''"''''"^  ''^  ''^'^'^^ 

CASES  charging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  throueh  the  in 
s  rumentahty  of  the  National  Alliance  of  Furniture  Manufafturers  tn 
ehminate  compet  tion  among  themselves,  to  fix  prices!  and  to  curian 
ag^Hne  So^n^"'^  '^■^-  ^'  <i^f«"A^"ts  pleLed  ^'uy  and  fine 

w^e  fetumeX  t1  1^109? ?"''•  ^^'"l  ^"P^^^^ding  indictments 
were  returnea  on  July  25,  1925  (see  cases  Nos.  302  and  3031  a  noll^ 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  each  of  the  remaining  defendants!' 

299.  United  States  v.  One-Piece  Bifocal  Lens  Co  Ea  929  •  P#.t; 
tion  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  5,  1925,  "n  the  ^strkt  Court" 
(Ind.)  against  the  One-Piece  Bifocal  Lens  Company  and  others  alZ 
Jllfn  ,f^* /*''  "^^ft"d^nt«  had  combined  to  elimin'^t^competition  in  the 
manufacture,  sale  and  resale  of  one-piece  BIFOCAL  LENSES  and 
blanks  by  patent-licensing  agreements  and  by  fixing,  establish^  and 
maintaining  uniform  resale  prices,  discounts,  and  ierms  o    sa le     Bv 

ttrSoutVreiudir  ''''''''  °"  J""^  ""'  '^''  '^•--'nVSe  pe^^ 

300.  United  States  v.  Tanners  Products  Co.  Civil  4913  •    V^nti^,. 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  11, 1925,  in  the  bisTrict  CourfS  D 
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111.)  against  the  Tanners  Products  Company  and  115  tanning  compa- 
nies, alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  trade  by 
pooling  all  the  CATTLE  AND  CALF  HAIR  produced  by  the  tan- 
nenes  to  be  sold  through  the  Tanners  Products  Company.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  on  October  3  1927,  enjoining  the  further  operation 
of  the  combination  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp. 
1932-1937,  If  7061).  On  August  22,  1933,  a  petition  for  suspension  of 
the  decree  m  the  light  of  the  enactment  of  the  National  Industrial 
Recovery  Act  was  dismissed  without  prejudice.  Another  petition  for 
modification  of  the  decree  was  dismissed  October  12,  1936. 

301.  United  States  v.  Carson  Brewing  Company,  Civil  D-200* 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  12, 1925,  in  the  District  Court 
(Nev.)  against  the  Carson  Brewing  Company  and  others,  alleging  that 
the  defendants  had  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  ICE 
manufactured,  purchased,  and  sold  in  California  and  shipped  to  various 
states,  particulariy  Nevada,  by  means  of  agreements  to  fix,  maintain 
and  enhance  prices,  and  to  apportion  territory.  After  the  death  of  the 
Judge  before  whom  certain  preliminary  motions  were  argued,  the  peti- 
tion was  dismissed  on  June  30,  1930. 

302.  United  States  v.  Berkey  &  Gay  Furniture  Co.,  Cr.  13832: 

Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  25,  1925,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (N.  p.  111.)  against  the  Berkey  &  Gay  Furniture  Company, 
35  other  manufacturers  of  DINING-ROOM  FURNITURE  and  37 
individuals,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined,  through  the 
instrumentality  of  the  National  Alliance  of  Furniture  Manufacturers 
to  restrain  trade  by  fixing  prices  and  by  curtailing  production.  This 
indictment  included  certain  defendants  who  had  not  pleaded  guilty  to 

^QN*"  A^^'?^ ''^''^^'iT'^^.^/^^"^*  ^^^"^  ^"  ^^y  29,  1925  (see  case  No. 
t^'  vl?^^^  2^'  ^^2^'  ^"^  corporate  defendant  pleaded  guilty  and 
a  tine  of  $1  000  was  imposed.  After  demurrers  to  the  indictment  had 
been  overruled  on  December  18, 1925,  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded 
not  guilty  on  January  18,  1926.  The  case  was  consolidated  for  trial 
with  case  No.  303.  The  jury  was  discharged  on  March  21, 1927  for  fail- 
ure to  reach  a  verdict.  Thirty-six  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
on  March  26,  1928,  fines  aggregating  $57,950  were  imposed  and  a  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 

303.     United  States  v.  Aulsbrook  &  Jones  Furniture  Co.,  Cr.  13833  • 

indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  25,  1925,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Aulsbrook  &  Jones  Furniture  Com- 
pany, 46  other  manufacturers  of  BED-ROOM  FURNITURE  and  37 
individuals,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined,  through  the 
instrumentality  of  the  National  Alliance  of  Furniture  Manufacturers 
to  restrain  trade  by  fixing  prices  and  by  curtailing  production.  This 
indictrnent  included  certain  defendants  who  had  not  pleaded  ^uiltv  to 
the  indictment  returned  against  them  on  May  29,  1925  (see  case  No. 
Dlein^P"  tff  ^^'"j^er  14,  1925,  and  on  April  14,  1926,  two  corporations 
pleaded  guilty  and  fines  aggregating  $2,000  were  imposed.  At  various 
intervals  nolle  prosequis  were  entered  as  to  47  defendants.  The  case 
dhnr^^^f''  l^'-i^'^  ^""^  trial  with  case  No.  302.  After  the  fury  was  dis- 
deLnHn  .''"  f'^r.^''  7^^^  ^  ^^l"^'^^  °"  ^^'■^^  21,  1927,  the  remaining 
^S*^!li'o^.n  """^^"^  "''^''  contendere  on  March  6,  1928,  and  fines  aggre- 
gating $44,950  were  imposed.  ^^ 
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304     United  States  v.  Lay  Fish  Comr>anv  Cr  4^  fi^n .    i  a-  . 

ents  and  by  granting  HcensesconSnl  ^-  P°fi '"«^  competing  pat- 
consent  decref  was  enteredTn  Feb^^^^^^^^  provisions.  A 
operation  of  the  combinatinn  ,^a  ^-  ■  '  l  '  enjo»"'ng  the  further 
outstanding  constirent  Mtenttfo  ?h*'-''J"^  *''"  re-assignment  of  the 

undeftLs^It  A^cT^tu^n^d'^Sao'^b'To^^^^^^^^  Tw  '"''•^!?^"* 
(N  D  W  Va  ■>  ao.=.;„.t  v^  I  •       ?^  '^^'  *^^^' '"  the  District  Court 

restrain^of  in  erfute  cSi^r!..'  ?"*^  ^°''"'-  ^''"^"^  ^  conspiracy  in 

for  six  months.    On  Tune  20  1927  ^  nnnf^  sentenced  to  imprisonment 
defendant  Dosen  '         '       ^^^  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the 

3S  7?°P  .-Y'''*^^  5*^*«s  V.  Flower  Producers  Cooperative  Ass'n   Kn 

luccins.  ^  consent  decree  was  entered  on  A r»r;i^  109/:  j-  •  .""^1 
individual  defendants,  dissolving  the  Ward  Fo'^d  p;nH!f.;  'Ji'""^^'"?  ^ 
and  enjoining  the  other  acts  compVained  of        "^      °''"'*'  Corporation 

309.    United  States  v.  National  Food  Products  Com    Fn  «  ,«, 
Petition  under  the  Clayton  Act  filed  February  S^g.Tn  th^  ofs't"; 


Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  National  Food  Products  Corporation 
and  others,  alleging  a  combination  in  restraint  of  trade  by  the  acqui- 
sition of  stock  in  competing  chain  grocery  stores  and  other  companies 
engaged  in  the  transportation  of  MILK,  ICE  CREAM,  and  other 
DAIRY  PRODUCTS.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  March  4, 
1926,  requiring  the  National  Food  Products  Corporation  to  divest  itself 
of  stock  ownership  in  certain  other  corporations,  and  enjoining  the 
further  operation  of  the  combination. 

310.  United  States  v.  Noland  Company,  Inc.,  Eq.  148:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  13, 1926,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
Va.)  against  the  Noland  Company  and  thirteen  other  manufacturers 
and  jobbers  of  PLUMBING  SUPPLIES,  alleging  a  combination  to 
fix  and  enhance  prices.  On  April  19,  1926,  the  entry  of  a  decree  was 
consented  to  by  all  but  one  defendant.  On  June  2,  1926,  a  final  consent 
decree  was  entered  binding  upon  all  of  the  defendants  and  perpetually 
enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

311.  United  States  v.  Lay  Fish  Company,  Eq.  37-23:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  12,  1926,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Lay  Fish  Company,  sixteen  other  corporations  and 
twelve  individuals,  alleging  a  combination  of  wholesale  dealers  in  and 
receivers  on  consignment  of  dead  fresh-water  FISH,  caught  in  western 
states  and  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  to  eliminate  competition  in  the 
purchase  of  fish  and  to  fix  and  maintain  prices  to  retail  dealers  in  and 
around  New  York  City.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same 
day  dissolving  the  Fish  Purchasing  Corporation  and  perpetually  en- 
joining the  further  operation  of  the  combination.  On  December  14, 
1926,  an  order  was  entered  permitting  voluntary  bankruptcy  proceed- 
ings by  the  Fish  Purchasing  Corporation  in  lieu  of  the  dissolution  re- 
quired by  the  decree.    (See  case  No.  304.) 

312.  United  States  v.  Shreve,  Treat  &  Eacret,  Or.  7900-J :  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  28,  1926,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  Shreve,  Treat  &  Eacret,  a  corporation; 
members  of  the  Eighteen  Karat  Club,  an  organization  composed  of  the 
principal  retail  jewelers  in  California ;  and  individuals  representing  the 
corporate  members  of  the  Club,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  eliminate 
the  competition  of  so-called  "up-stairs"  and  "price-cutting"  JEWELERS 
by  the  means,  among  others,  of  forcing  and  requiring  the  manufacturers 
to  refuse  to  sell  to  such  jewelers.  On  May  4,  1927,  eighteen  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere,  fines  aggregating  $26,850  were  imposed,  and 
the  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  the  three  remaining:  defendants. 
(See  No.  317.) 

313.  United  States  v.  Leibner  &  Company,  Eq.  37-319:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  2,  1926,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Leibner  &  Company  and  others,  alleging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  in  live  fresh- 
water FISH  caught  in  western  states  and  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada 
and  transported  to  other  states  in  tank  cars.  A  consent  decree  was 
entered  on  the  same  day  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combi- 
nation and  requiring  Leibner  &  Company  to  dispose  of  two  of  its  tank 
cars  to  independent  interests.    On  March  8, 1927,  an  order  was  entered 
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on  o3r*5l  '192V!  '"''i  '"'  '°  '^^  Northwest  Fish  Company,  and 
on  uctober  28, 1927,  an  order  was  entered  construing  the  decree 

of  the  Suoreme  Court  in  n*,i*^ri  c*    "***^/'  ^^•^^  in  view  ot  the  decision 
(278  uTs^l  case  No.  Jif  "  "^  ^""''"'y'""'  •^""•^  C««.r.  Ass'n 

its  menibers  alleX-  thif  t^  ^  f  "'l^^"^^*'"^  ^''^^'''  Association  and 

previous  orde'^V    On  Sef^^^^^^  '^'  '^o 

to  permit  the  defendan tri^frt      !i      '  ^^^  final  decree  was  modified 
Miller-Tyding^^^^^^  advantage  of  the  provisions  of  the 

1937.  amendment  to  the  Sherman  Act,  approved  August  17, 

A..  1^%^  ^'"^^l  ^^^^"^  ^-  ^^^^  Kardex  Bureau.  Eq  39  •    Petition  «« 
der  the  Clayton  Act  filed  Octoh^r  ?i    io9/;  •   ^    ^•**    .       i^etition  un- 
N  Y  ^  airpinQt  tt,\.  D     !i  x^   J      ^^^*  ^^^^'  *"  ^^«  District  Court  (S.  D 

competition  in  v8SioSLS7'oMhu"L't"''''!i^*'''l>''",?*"'"^ 

was  approved  and  he  was  discharged  June  ri927  accountmg 

f:„    ^^^j    ^?'**r.*l  ^*^*'^'  ^-  Eighteen  Karat  Club  Civil  L.12  T-    P.f 

p3c&  ritllr  ^Sds  i^^SrF^  -CifScoVpTd  s 
the  coVporLte  members  of  fh5rK'"n  =  ■  ""^  '"^ividuals  representing 
the  compe?it1oT"f  so  called  "nii-"'?'"!,*..'°?'P'^''^y  *°  ««'ni"at^ 
by  the  mean  among  others  of  foS'^H^"''  "pnce-cutting"  jewelers 
to  refuse  to  sell  to  ^^cS^rE^El^Rt^^^i:^^^^^^^^ 


dissolved,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  on  May  4, 1927,  prohibiting  the 
further  organization  of  any  similar  club  or  association  and  perpetually 
enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination.    (See  No.  312.) 

318.  United  States  v.  American  Agricultural  Chemical  Co.,  Cr. 
9565 :  Information  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  10,  1926,  in 
the  District  Court  (Md.)  against  the  American  Agricultural  Chemical 
Company  and  other  manufacturers  of  FERTILIZER,  charging  a  com- 
bination to  eliminate  competition  in  terms  and  conditions  of  sale.  On 
December  13  and  21,  1926,  thirty-seven  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere, fines  aggregating  $90,500  were  imposed,  and  a  nolle  prosequi 
was  entered  as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 

319.  United  States  v.  American  Amusement  Ticket  Mfrs.*  Ass'n, 
Civil  46422:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  16,  1926, 
in  the  Supreme  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  American  Amusement  Ticket 
Manufacturers'  Association  and  its  members,  engaged  in  the  manufac- 
ture of  approximately  85  per  cent  of  the  AMUSEMENT  TICKETS 
printed  in  the  United  States,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined, 
through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Association,  to  restrain  trade  by 
assigning  and  allotting  customers  and  by  exchanging  information  with 
regard  to  sales  and  prices.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  December 
30,  1926,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 
On  May  10,  1935,  the  final  decree  was  modified  to  permit  compliance 
with  the  National  Recovery  Administration  code  for  the  graphic  arts 
industries,  approved  February  27,  1934. 

320.  United  States  v.  California  Retail  Hardware  &  Implement 
Ass'n,  Eq.  1835:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  4, 
1927,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  California  Retail 
Hardware  &  Implement .  Association  and  its  members,  dealers  in 
HARDWARE  and  implements,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  com- 
bined, through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Association,  to  boycott  manu- 
facturers and  wholesalers  who  sold  directly  to  consumers.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  on  May  12,  1927,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
operation  of  the  combination. 

321.  United  States  v.  National  Gum  &  Mica  Co.,  Equity  40-276: 
Petition  under  the  Clayton  Act  filed  February  18, 1927,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  National  Gum  &  Mica  Company  and  others, 
alleging  that  the  acquisition  of  the  stock  of  other  corporations  engaged 
m  the  manufacture  of  PASTE,  GLUE,  and  other  ADHESIVE  COM- 
POUNDS, substantially  restrained  competition  in  violation  of  Section 
7  of  the  Act.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  May  27,  1927,  requiring 
the  National  Gum  &  Mica  Company  to  divest  itself  of  stock  in  the  Gen- 
eral Adhesive  Manufacturing  Company  and  other  corporations,  and 
enjoining  the  other  acts  complained  of. 

322.  United  States  v.  National  Hat  Frame  Association,  Inc.,  Equi- 
ty 40-300:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  23,  1927,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  National  Hat  Frame  Associa- 
tion, its  unincorporated  predecessor,  and  six  individuals  as  representa- 
tives of  all  the  members  of  the  associations,  alleging  that  the  defendants 
had  combined  to  restrain  interstate  trade  in  HAT  FRAMES  and  other 
products  used  in  the  manufacture  thereof  by  fixing  prices,  terms,  and 
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^nnlVJ.  ^4°  ^?^'''  ^^  ^^^"s^"S:  to  sell  to  non-members;  and  by  threats 
2^1097'"'  ^^^^"'"^"^t^T  acts.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  March 
22,  1927,  perpetually  enjoinmg  the  further  operation  of  the  combiSn 

40  ^/«f.^*  P^v*"""^   ^A^^^l  V    Journeymen   Stone   Cutters  Ass'n,  Eq. 

Dtsfr'ct  cSrt  ?S  D  N  V^  ^^''.^\^'^  ^^ed  February  28,  1927,  in  th^e 
i^istrict  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  agamst  the  Journeymen  Stone  Cutters  Asso- 
trfr^Tf  n"  ^?,^^^  ^^tone-cutting  and  setting  unions  in  the  metropoHtan  dis- 
tr  ct  of  New  York,  a  buildmg  trades  council,  and  certain  uni^  officials 
alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  by  refusin^to 
permit  the  use  o  any  CAST  STONE  manufactured  outside  thTs  Lea 
on  buildings  within  the  limits  of  the  area.  On  September  S  1927  the 
combination  was  declared  illegal,  and  on  OctobeV  24,  1927  a  consent 
decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 

the  appeal  of  the  Association  and  certain  of  its  officers  for  lack  of  a 
showing  of  service  of  summons  and  severance  upon  the  defendants  who 
did  not  join  in  the  appeal  (278  U.  S.  566).  On  November  22?  19^^he 
final  decree  was  modified  to  permit  the  District  Court  to  retain  jurisdic- 

ShelnTl  fecre7  ''  '''''  ^"  ""''''  ^^^  ^"^^^^  ^  --^'^"  -"«- 

«;7Q  .^^P  ..y^^*^^  ft^tes  V  Northwest  Shoe  Finders  Credit  Bureau,  Eq. 
579.     Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  March  29   1927  in  the 

?X  W^u  T.'  ""'  r^'-^  ^^T'  ^^^  Northwest'lhoe  Fin^^^^^^^ 
SHOP  FmmMr q'"^^-''  ^"^  ^^^^"''  wholesalers  and  jobbers  in 
SHOE  FINDINGS,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  elimi- 
nate competition  in  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  and  credit    and  in 

Ve^ulViTtuV"''^  '."^  ''T?  --"-facturers  of  shoe  findings  o 
InH  Orl^o  I  ^^"^P^ting  wholesalers  in  the  States  of  Washington 
and  Oregon  who  were  not  approved  by  the  Bureau.    A  consent  defree 

oTer^rStrecSt^ItiV^  ^^^^^^"^"^  ^^^^^'-^  ^'^  ^-^e^ 

41  ll*^  vY,"^^^  ^^T^  I'  ??"tsches  Kalisyndikat  Gesellschaft,  Eq. 

fi  ed  Anrif  7  Jf;>7  """ll'  '^'  ^^"'^^"  ^"V^"^  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act 
hied  April  7,  1927,  in  the  District  Court,  S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  a  ^roup 
of  German  and  French  producers  of  POTASH  alleeine  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  to  divide  business  in  the  United  S  a^sfnd  to  se^^c   a^ 

S'^nX^"^^^^^^^^  "r^'  ^^r  "P-  P"-^  to  be  charged  for 

t^nn  nf  t^I  P  w  ^  K  ^''-  /  "'"'^J^"  ^^  ^^^  government  to  strike  the  peti- 
^^Q  A  French  Ambassador,  as  intervenor,  was  sustained  on  Janua^S 
iyZ9     A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  February  27,  1929,  bindine  uoon 

comh?n'.T  """TT'  .^^.^^"^r^'  ^"ioining  the  further  o^r^fon^o^Z 
combmation  and  dismissing  the  petition  as  to  the  remaining  defendants 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  If  4188). 

326.  United  States  v.  Richmond  Distributing  Corp.,  Eq.  162  •  Pe- 
/^n^vf  (  ^^^Sherman  Act  filed  April  13,  1927,  in  th^  District  Court 
^  F'^ui^  ^^^\?^^  ^^^  Richmond  Distributing  Corporation  and  other 
candy  jobbers,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had^com^inerthroug^^ 

cTub'o"  R  ctlnd  '^'  r^.^-;-"  ^"^  the  Wholesale  ConSVers 
Uub  of  Richmond,  to  elimmate  competition  in  the  CONFECTION- 
ERY products  business  by  maintaining  prices  and  by  boycottinVmanu- 
facturers  who  sold  to  jobbers  not  members  of  the  club  nT3holders 
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in  the  corporation.    A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day 
perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

327.  United  States  v.  Allied  Cleaners  &  Dyers  of  Seattle,  Or. 
11650:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  2,  1927  in 
the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  the  Allied  Cleaners  &  Dyers 
Association  and  its  members,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  inter- 
state trade  in  steam  GARMENT-PRESSING  MACHINERY  by 
boycotting  manufacturers  of  machinery  in  New  York,  Ohio,  Missouri, 
and  California  who  sold  and  continued  to  sell  to  non-members  and  price- 
cutters.  On  October  13,  1927,  demurrers  to  the  indictment  were  over- 
ruled. On  May  2,  1928,  the  Association  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  a 
fine  of  $750  was  imposed,  and  the  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  the 
remaining  defendants  on  motion  of  the  Government. 

328.  United  States  v.  Gillette  Safety  Razor  Co.,  Eq.  42-305 :  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  Clayton  Act  filed  August  4,  1927 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Gillette  Safety  Razor 
Company  and  the  United,  Schulte,  and  Liggett  chain  stores,  alleging 
a  combination  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in 
SAFETY  RAZORS  and  safety-RAZOR  BLADES,  and  further  alleg- 
ing unlawful  price  discriminations  in  violation  of  Section  2  of  the 
Clayton  Act.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  perpetu- 
ally enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

329.  United  States  v.  Maine  Co-Operative  Sardine  Co.,  Equity 
905 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  4,  1927,  in  the  District 
Court  (Maine)  against  the  Maine  Co-Operative  Sardine  Company,  17 
other  corporations,  and  24  individuals,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had 
combined  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Maine  Co-Operative  Sar- 
dine Company,  an  exclusive  sales  agency,  to  restrain  interstate  com- 
merce in  standard  SARDINES  by  curtailing  and  allotting  production, 
by  fixing  prices,  and  by  eliminating  competition.  A  consent  decree 
was  entered  on  the  same  day  dissolving  the  Maine  Co-Operative  Sar- 
dine Company  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 
combination. 

330.  United  States  v.  Columbus  Confectioners'  Ass'n,  Eq.  546: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  4,  1927,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  Ohio)  against  the  Columbus  Confectioners'  Association 
and  Its  members,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined,  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  Association,  to  restrain  trade  in  CANDY  by 
boycotting  or  threatening  to  boycott  manufacturers  located  in  various 
states  who  sold  and  shipped  their  products  to  jobbers  not  members  of 
the  Association  within  the  city  of  Columbus,  the  purpose  of  the  combi- 
^^}\^^  being  to  eliminate  the  so-called  "cash  and  carry"  jobbers  who 
sold  candy  at  prices  lower  than  those  fixed  and  maintained  by  the 
Association.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  perpetu- 
ally enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 

331.  United  States  V.  Julius  Baumgartner,Cr.  16267:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  22,  1927,  in  the  District 
^ourt  (N.  D.  111.)  against  Baumgartner  and  others,  alleging  that  the  de- 
lendants  had  combined,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the  Chicago 
Association  of  Candy  Jobbers,  to  restrain  trade  in  CANDY  by  boycot- 
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Ihinnt^'l.,*'^''^^*^!!'"^  '°  '"'y'=°"  ""''y  manufacturers  who  sold  and 

f^f?  i*"  ?''"i*'  '^''"^  '•'^  judgment  of  conviction  was  affirmed  as  to  8 

a  reheariW  hL  K^'  ^^  ^f^^^"''  "i""'  -Boy/*,  v.  C/mVerf  Statei).    After 

October  "f   l4  r282  u'1'  «''s7  ^"^ ""^  ^°.'":f  ^^'"^•^  «">°'-ri  on 
On  October  29   19^f  ,  fi'       f /,'«'"''  "?"•  -^"'^^  ^-  ^'"'^'^  -S"'"'")- 

who?eTe'nLS'h'a1VevSsr^^;?nTu:;^^^^^^^^^^^  "•'°"  ^^  ''<^^-<^- 

T„f„^^^\-  ^"'**f  ^****'  ^-  ^«'"g«'"  Manufacturing  Co     Cr    19033  • 
D^ZracZnfNDC^VfT'''-^'''^''^  Decen,bV6;i9^.  Ke 

bination  m  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commwce  bv  ffxin.r  T; 

on  tht  t  '^'f  '^* V^'"*  '«  California.  The  deTeXnts  Xded^iK 
on  the  same  day  and  fines  aggregating  $10,850  were  imposed 

En  foli.  ^^!^^  ^*'*!*  \  ^*  ^«"«1<*  Co-  and  Soule  Steel  Co 

SSct  Court  ?N"D'ri^-f^'''"^^"  ""^^  i'"^  D-*'"''"  6,  1927^" 
9n,,lp  «;t.fi  r  ^  •  ?••  ^^.''^-^  against  the  Femald  Company  and  the 
boule  Steel  Company,  distributors  of  metal  lath  on  the  Pacific  Coast 

pSe^with  th! '^'^''"^r^  had  combined  to  restrain  traS^y  part?': 
patmg  with  the  '"anufacturers  named  in  the  information^  lied  in 

rcombTnl^for^  '^^  P^^P""^"^  ^"^-"'"^  ^^^  fuXr  oteraHon'of 

p»* -f^^^'  ^"'**i?  ^r!?***  ^-  Chicago  Ass'n  of  Candy  Jobbers  Ea  7906  • 
^ouriTN  "d  Mn  She^an  Act  filed  February  2o7l^28  1n"he  Dist^t 
anH  \f/f,;    K      ^^  ,^^^!"^*  *.''*  Chicago  Association  of  Candy  Tobbers 

'he^^:t^me„Talitv  of  ?if  'a"*  '""^  <!«f^ndants  had  combined^ through 
uie  instrumentality  of  the  Association,  to  restrain  trade  in  CANTW 

tkuteo  tfbr.""- 'hI."^'^^  n^°.  ^°'*J  *°  blacklisted  jobbers  a^"^^ 
ber  22^193?  ♦!  ''"A'?*'"  "^^"^  ^/^"  '"  ""''y  products.  On  Decem- 
fnct,    '      r^7  ^''^  petition  was  dismissed  without  prejudice  at  X 

T^Z:;:rSel'Z7Z'zlt  ^'^"  ^^  ^"^  convictions^in^"£:/i,i^.^ 

T>^,P^'    ^'"**'d  States  V.  Asbestos  Corporation,  Ltd..  Ea    44-268- 

3  9^ in"the  n-  ^^■'IT''  Act  and  the  Alison  Tariff  Act  fi?ed  March 
i'r      A-      ^^^  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  4  American  and 

L^SbbedTo  ^estT.'  '  • '/  •".''^•*^"!i'^.'  ^"^^"^  ^^^*  th^dTfeny "ts 
naa  comDined  to  restrain  interstate  and  fore  gn  trade  in  ASBESTOS 

by  eliminatmg  competition  and  enhancing  prices  tnt^e  importad^^^ 

?^2g  th'^  n-  f"^  '^^"  ^^  "^^^^^^^  i'^  the  United  States  May  3l' 
1929   the  District  Court,  in  confirming  the  report  of  a  specUl  master' 

(2dn82'fl  F  A^n'ir&r^A^  °5  ^^^^^^^^  Cor;o'rltiorS.T3fR 
(^d)  182,  11  F.  A.  D.  404).    On  February  25,  1931,  the  District  Court 
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dismissed  the  petition  without  prejudice  because  the  issues  had  become 
moot. 

336.  United  Stafes  v.  Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer  Distributing  Corp.. 
Cr.  16,849:  Information  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  24,  1928, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer  Dis- 
tributing Corporation  and  10  other  corporations  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  distributing  motion  picture  films,  12  individual  exchange 
managers  in  Chicago  employed  by  the  distributors,  the  Motion  Picture 
Exhibitors'  Association  and  two  of  its  officer,  charging  a  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  by  an  agreement  between 
the  exchange  managers  and  the  Exhibitors'  Association  and  its  officers 
to  refuse  to  release,  transport,  supply,  and  deliver  MOTION  PIC- 
TURE FILMS  to  any  and  all  motion  picture  theatres  in  Chicago,  in 
accordance  with  pre-existing  contracts  therefor,  during  the  existence 
of  a  labor  dispute  between  the  Exhibitors'  Association  and  the  Motion 
Picture  Operators'  Union  in  August  and  September  1927.  On  Decem- 
ber 15,  1932,  the  information  was  dismissed  at  the  instance  of  the 
government. 

337.  United  States  v.  Amsterdamsche  Chininefabriek,  Eq.  44-384 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act,  the  Clayton  Act,  and  the  Wilson 
Tariff  Act  filed  March  29,  1928,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  41  European  and  American  corporations  and  individuals,  alleg- 
mg  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce  in  the  sale  and  importation  of  cinchona  bark  and  QUININE 
derivatives  in  the  United  States  by  price-fixing,  by  resale  price  mainte- 
nance, by  price  discrimination,  and  by  boycotting.  A  consent  decree 
was  entered  on  September  20, 1928,  binding  upon  the  various  European 
defendants  and  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  com- 
bination (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  1[4186). 
On  March  2,  1929,  all  the  American  defendants  except  one  consented 
to  the  final  decree  previously  entered  affecting  the  European  defend- 
ants, and  on  August  10,  1929,  the  petition  was  dismissed  as  to  that 
defendant. 

338.  United  States  v.  Amsterdamsche  Chininefabriek,  Cr.  54-546: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  returned 
March  30,  1928,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  several 
European  and  American  corporations  and  individuals,  charging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
in  the  sale  and  importation  of  cinchona  bark  and  QUININE  deriva- 
tives in  the  United  States  by  means  of  agreements  involving  price- 
nxing,  resale  price,  maintenance,  price  discrimination,  and  boycotting. 
iVIolle  prosequis  were  entered  on  July  16  and  September  20,  1928,  in 
JJ^^Ji^t^^  decree  in  United  States  v,  Amsterdamsche  Chininefabriek,  case 

.339.  United  States  v.  Great  Lakes  Steamship  Co.,  Eq.  2546: 
i^etition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  7,  1928,  in  the  District 
fu^^  ^  ^'  ^^^^^  against  the  Great  Lakes  Steamship  Company  and 
other  Great  Lakes  bulk-freight  carriers,  alleging  a  combination  in 
restraint  of  trade  by  means  of  agreements  to  delay  beyond  the  normal 
date  the  spring  STEAMSHIP  TRANSPORTATION  of  grain  and 
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on  Mav8  1Q?«  r  shipments.  After  an  amended  petition  was  filed 
on  May  8  1928,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  the  next  day  perpetually 
enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination.  PeT>eiuaiiy 

340     United  States  v.  Arthur  W.  Wallace,  Cr.  17022 :    Indictment 

Xf.uJ'K^^f'?.^-^  \yallace  and  other  officers  and  business  agents 

the    BrotherTo^H^^'/'p'-^^"""^  ^^  ^^  ^^^'^^^  ^"^  Vicin'ro 

the    Brotherhood   of    Painters,    Decorators,    and    Paper-Hangers    of 

America,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  com- 

KITCHEN  EOTn&^Mx"^  f^".  ^^  .^^^^^P^^tely  finished  built-Tn 
Kl  1  CHEN  EQUIPMENT  in  the  city  of  Chicago  and  vicinity  After 
demurrers  to  the  indictment  had  been  overruled  on  August  17    19^ 

to  reth'f  ^e^'c/i^^th  ^^-.-^-^^-^^^^  on  January  23,  19!^  for  falfuTe 
(See  No.  372 )  indictment  was  dismissed  on  April  22,  1932. 

Adi8^i42^"niii^'^'^%^-  ^^^^^^  S"^^^^  ^^  Q"™'^^  Derivatives. 
2^ *10?«      *  .u     1^  """  ^"^^™ation  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Apri 
il\  \3  '"  ^^^  ^'"A"^*  ^^"^^  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  covering  the  seizure  of 
383  340  ounces  of  QUININE  derivatives  imported  i^nto  the  United 

S  interTtatTand  r  "^''/'^  combination  and'conspiracy  [n  reSt 
ot  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  charged  in  the  cases  of 

?rifhH'''' V"'''''^.'"^^^^  CA.-mn.Mn>;t  (cases  No    337  an/3^^^ 

45  100^'  pY.v*^"^   ^*f  ^^  J'   Pa^an^ount   Famous   Lasky  Corp.,   Eq. 

S'strict  SartTs^D 'm' V  ^^^'™""  \''  5'^^  ^^"^  27l928^in  th^e 
rZTr.ll.'  }\    '  ^'  y-^  against  the  Paramount  Famous  Lasky 

Corporation  and  other  producers  and  distributors,  who  controlled  60  n^ 

Stat^r'afcnTth^^^^^^  ^.V^^^  .^^^^^  exhib'^dTn 'Se^'Ji?^^^^ 
Mates,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  conspired  to  restrain  trade  by 

exhibitors'"thr'^'"'  '^  ''''^''  "  "'^^^^^  ^^™  ^^  ^^^"tract  upon  aU 
exhibitors,  the  uniform  contract  providing,  among  other  thines    for 

compulsory  joint  action  by  the  defendants  with  fespect  to  dealing^^ 
Hon  o^.f  ^^^'^' •  ^^^k"^  '^  ^^^^^^^  '^'  ^^"^^^^t  and  for  the  arb itr!- 
October  15  [q2qT'  ^''''''"  '^"  exhibitors  and  distributors.  On 
12  FA    n  13  ^^^/^"spiracy  was  declared  illegal  (34  F.  (2d)  984, 

ietualW  R\n-^'  ^1^  T  Je""^'y  22'  ^^^^'  ^  ^^^^^^  ^^^  entered  per- 
L.C  .  ^  cnjoming  the  further  operation  of  the  conspiracy  and  of  the 

thlH^P^^T!^  °k.  ^^  November  24, 1930,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed 
the  decree  of  the  District  Court  (282  U.  S.  30,  12  F.  A.  D.  857) 

343.     United  States  v.  First  National  Pictures.  Inc..  Ea   45-99  • 
Cou  ;7s"  n 'n 'v  ^^''^^'"  ^''  ^^^^  ^P"^  27,  1928,  in  the Vstri^t 

produce?;  ?nH  hT'^kT^"''  I''''  ^^'^^""^  P^^^"^^^'  I"<^>  ^"^  other 
producers  and  distributors,  who  controlled  60  per  cent  of  the  motion 

hL?c"nspTr?d''tt''^  I"  !!:^  '''''''^  ^'^'"'^  ^'"'^'^^  ^^^ '  ^^^  de^-d^^ 
film  boards  of' trnnrf  '^?  instrumentality  of  credit  committees  of 

of^ll  incomnle  Ih  '  ^?  ''f^'^'''  ^'^^.^  ^y  compelling  the  performance 
a  ors  nf  TnH  .^^"^^^^ts  entered  into  by  previous  owners  or  oper- 
ators of  motion-picture  theatres  whenever  the  ownership  of  such 
heatres  changed.  On  September  25,  1929,  the  DistrTct  Court  declared 
the  agreements  legal  (34  F.  (2d)  815,  12  F.  A.  D.  819),  andTn  Decei^^ 
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bcr  23,  1929,  a  decree  was  entered  dismissing  the  petition.  On 
November  24,  1930,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  the 
District  Court  (282  U.  S.  44,  12  F.  A.  D.  829),  and  on  July  21,  1931. 
after  a  hearing  (51  F.  (2d)  552,  12  F.  A.  D.  838),  a  final  decree  on  man- 
date was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 
conspiracy  and  acts  complained  of. 

344.  United  States  v.  Candy  Supply  Company,  Eq.  2162  (2189) : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  8,  1928,  in  the  District  Court 
(W.  D.  Penn.)  against  the  Candy  Supply  Company  and  other  candy 
jobbers,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  fix  and  maintain  the 
price  of  CANDY  and  candy  products  by  preventing  manufacturers 
located  in  various  states  from  selling  their  products  to  any  other  jobber 
or  wholesale  dealer  by  means  of  a  boycott  and  threats.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
operation  of  the  combination. 

345.  United  States  v.  George  H.  Meyers,  Cr.  17461 :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  28,  1928,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  Meyers,  other  officers  and  employees  of  the  Glaziers* 
Local  Union  No.  27,  and  Beris,  President  of  the  American  Glass  Com- 
pany, charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in 
GLAZED  BATHROOM  CABINETS  and  other  GLAZED  PRODUCTS 
by  means  of  strikes  and  threats  to  declare  strikes.  On  December  6, 
1928,  four  defendants  pleaded  guilty.  On  February  19,  1929,  fines 
^Segregating  $10,000  were  imposed  and  the  indictment  was  dismissed 
as  to  defendant  Beris.    (See  No.  359.) 

346.  United  States  v.  General  Outdoor  Advertising  Co.,  Eq.  4650 : 
Petition  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  8  of 
the  Clayton  Act,  filed  July  23,  1928,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  four  advertising  companies  and  their  officers  alleging  a  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  the  solicitation  of  con- 
tracts for  national  OUTDOOR  ADVERTISING  by  means  of  price 
discriminations,  threats  of  discrimination,  and  rebates;  and  in  the 
operation  of  advertising  display  plants  through  excluding  competitors 
and  maintaining  monopoly  prices  and  causing  independent  operators 
of  display  plants  to  sell  or  exchange  their  plants  or  to  submit  to  defend- 
ants' control.  On  May  7,  1929,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  which 
declared  illegal  and  cancelled  agreements  between  defendants  and  per- 
petually enjoined  the  practices  complained  of  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  If  4190).  The  decree  did  not  cover  the  ques- 
tion of  unlawful  interlocking  directorates  alleged  in  the  petition  to  be 
in  violation  of  Section  8  of  the  Clayton  Act.  The  petition  was  dismissed 
as  to  three  corporate  defendants  and  one  individual,  but  a  petition  was 
filed  against  one  of  the  corporate  defendants  in  a  later  action  in  another 
jurisdiction.  (See  No.  370.)  (For  earlier  proceedings  instituted 
against  predecessor  companies  of  General  Outdoor  Advertising:  Co..  see 
Nos.  120  and  224.) 

347.  UnitedStatesv.E.  O.  Barnard  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Eq.  46-131:  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  8,  1928,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  p.  N.  Y.)  against  Barnard  &  Company  and  others  engaged  in  the 
business  of  converting  so-called  grey  cloth  into  shirting  cloth  and  pur- 
chasing and  selling  GREY  CLOTH  and  SHIRTING  CLOTH,  alleg- 
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«i»  combination  to  prevent  certain  competitors  from  engaaine  in  the 
same  business  by  means  of  a  boycott.    A  consent  decree^Ts  f  ntered 

coVbfnatrn   '7cc'H''r^'"VT'"J"^  '^'  further  opemfoVo  "he 
commnation.     (CCH   Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.   Dec.  Supp.  IV. 

C<,JmtTC^t^M^T  ^i  ?^****^  ^-  ^-  L'^*  Po"ltO'  Chamber  of 
A^^t 2?'io/A  ■    }u^i^-  I".f°™af°n  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed 

New  York  S  Po«u£' fv!"  k°""/^-  ^-  ^^  Y-)  against  the  Greater 
i^h^e«  C        I'oultry  Chamber  of  Commerce,  a  trade  association 

Sr^Tn'r^''^  comprised  65  per  cent  of  all  wholesale  live  pouK^ 

and  cer  ^in  inH  t-/r  ^^'^'  •*  '"'*^'''"*  ""'°°'  *  truckmen's^unE 
commerce^n  ^h^iv  *''•  'l''^"?"^,  ^  <=o"spiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  m  the  shipment  and  sale  of  POULTRY  in  New  York  Citv 

Sfer„r  o'n'N^o^tbir^/'?^^^^^^  ^T°"'"^'  and  oXr'untS 

K,;  *u    J  r    ^o^^niber  7,  1928,  certam  pre  m  nary  motions  interoosed 

on  Ju'ne  lS"l93/'7"n  '"'"'"*'  ^"^  ^-  ^^"^  ^^P,  1^2  F°  A  D.  S  and 
on  June  10,  1931,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  in  view  of  the  convic- 
tions obtained  under  the  indictment  in  United  Stal!^  GrealerNV 
Lwe  Poultry  Chamber  of  Commerce,  case  No.  356 

etc  Eauii^^^^  D**5"  ""•  P?int«"'  Dist-  Council  No.  14  of  Chicago, 
fn  tlf  ?!^  7-  f^^'  ^"'x"°"  ""^^■"  tl^e  Sherman  Act  filed  August  22  19^ 
No  1  AT'"  ^•°"''*  ^-  P-  ^"•>  ^&^'"«t  the  Painters'  dK  Coundl 
No.  14  other  painters'  unions,  and  their  officers  and  members  alleeinj 

nrCnt-"^*?.?  ^u-  '^""^Pira^y  in  restraint  of  interstate  commercfby 
NETS  wfi.h'  shipment  into  Chicago  of  built-in  KITCHEN  CABI^ 

Su?h  LSetS  Tin   n/''^''^  Pu^'"*'*^  \"*^   ''y   ^^^"'"g  "O'   ^O  WOrk  OH 

Aft^.  o  »*  in  places  where  such  cabinets  were  being  installed 
t^uLt^"^?'^  ^°  •'^f''"'''  *»"=  P<=tition  was  denied  on  Aprfl  27  1929 
a  supplemental  petition  was  filed  on  October  7  1929  alCrinV  th  J  tlw.' 

wofk":Ld°tr  "X  ''^'""  ^"If-'^^-^  ^°  '"<='"<^^  SeSe"r!o?wooi! 
Hie/on  Crch  4,T93r  ^'^Sobe/^/  19lo''r  "1^' hP-"'!'""  "^^ 
f-'-d  illegal  (44' F.  (2d)  58,?|¥a 'b.'S)  tdTn^Febrar^a' 

ion 'of 'the  co'mbfnrtir"*'?;'^'  perpetually  enjoin^g  the  further  o^Tra-' 
non  ot  tiie  combination.     On  November  2,  1931,  the  Sunreme  Court 

U  ™582;V2rrD°U6).'''^'"^*  ^°""  '-^  pe/ curiam  Sn(^ 

PetS  un^lph^- -  n^rfil^rsiS^^^^^^  ^'t^X^.^'^^' 
tnct  Court  (Md.)  against  the  Confectioners'  Club  of  Baltimore  and 
certain  jobbers  and  dealers  in  CANDY,  alleging  th^t  the  defendants 
Jnd  rZl'"'-'^  '°  restrain  trade  by  fixing  and  4intainrng  wholesa  e 
oetl'  nnn  P  t  ^''■K^y  boycotting  manufacturers  who  sSld  to  com! 
petmg  non-member  jobbers  and  dealers  at  less  than  the  prices  fixed  by 
he  Club  On  January  3  1930.  a  consent  decree  perpetually  enfolnine 
twentv  o/th?H"f'°;  °^  the  combination  was  entered  as^o  il  buf 
rrrw^ri^  p^^7'^?"''i,''"''  ^^  *°  *bem  the  petition  was  dismissed 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports.  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV.  If  4196.) 

351.  United  States  v.  West  Coast  Theatres.  Inc..  Cr.  9402  •  Infor- 
mation  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  28, 1928,  n  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  West  Coast  Theatr'es.  In'c!  and  the  eight 
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principal  distributors  of  first-class  MOTION-PICTURE  FILMS  in 
Southern  California,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  limit 
the  exhibition  of  films  by  independent  exhibitors  through  means  of  a 
clearance  schedule.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  August  21,  1930, 
in  view  of  the  decree  obtained  in  United  States  v.  West  Coast  Theatres, 
Inc.,  case  No.  376.    (See  No.  363.) 

352.  United  States  v.  Alden  Paper  Co.,  Eq.  1312 :  Petition  under 
the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  1,  1928,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Alden  Paper  Company  and  others,  alleging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  union- 
made  WATER-MARKED  PAPER,  through  the  appointment  of  an 
exclusive  agent  for  the  purchase  of  such  paper  from  the  mills  and  its 
sale  and  distribution  to  consumers.  After  certain  preliminary  motions 
interposed  by  the  defendants  had  been  denied,  the  petition  was  amended 
in  certain  minor  particulars  and  a  consent  decree  was  entered  on  Febru- 
ary 6,  1930,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combina- 
tion.   (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  i  4201.) 

353.  United  States  v.  Balaban  &  Katz  Corp.,  Eq.  8854 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  15,  1928,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  Balaban  &  Katz  Corporation,  its  subsidiaries, 
and  the  thirteen  principal  distributors  of  first-class  MOTION-PIC- 
TURE FILMS  in  the  Chicago  area,  alleging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  limit  the  exhibition  of  films  by  independent  exhibitors 
through  means  of  a  clearance  agreement  and  long-term  exclusive  con- 
tracts. After  an  amended  petition  was  filed  on  April  6,  1932,  a  consent 
decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 
combination.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV, 
1^4221.)  On  May  3,  1932,  the  decree  was  modified  to  exclude  Columbia 
Pictures  Corporation  from  its  operation  and  to  continue  the  case  as 
to  that  defendant  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  1932- 
1937,  1(7001).  An  order  was  entered  December  10,  1940  modifying 
the  1932  consent  decree,  to  provide  for  the  arbitration  of  certain  con- 
troversies between  exhibitors  and  defendants  under  the  provisions  of 
the  decree  entered  November  20,  1940,  in  the  case  of  United  States  v. 
Paramount  Pictures,  Inc.  (Blue  Book  No.  434). 

354.  United  States  v.  Motion  Picture  Theatre  Owners  of  Okla- 
homa, Eq.  1005 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  26, 
1928,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Okla.)  against  the  Motion  Picture 
Theatre  Owners  of  Oklahoma,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  MOTION-PICTURE 
FILMS  by  means  of  an  understanding  and  agreement  to  prevent  every 
so-called  "non-theatrical  exhibitor"  of  motion  pictures  in  Oklahoma  and 
Northern  Texas  from  securing  film  service  out  of  the  exchange  main- 
tained at  Oklahoma  City  by  the  distributors  of  motion  pictures.  A 
consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  enjoining  the  performance 
of  the  agreement  and  the  further  operation  of  the  combination.  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  If  4185.) 

355.  United  States  v.  Bates  Valve  Bag  Corp.,  Eq.  705 :  Petition 
under  the  Clayton  Act  filed  January  4,  1929,  in  the  District  Court 
(Dela.)  against  the  Bates  Valve  Bag  Corporation,  a  manufacturer  of 
a  patented  BAG-FILLING  MACHINE,  alleging  that  the  corporation 
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disposed  of  its  machines  under  a  license  contract  which  provided  that 
the  hcensee  must  use  VALVE  BAGS  obtained  from  persons  specified 

fifed  Tan^'I'^^O^^"  T'""^'^  P^*''*''"  ""^"  the  Sherman  Act  was 
P.tl?T^  •  ^^?'  t"*l?  supplemental  petition  making  the  St.  Regis 
Paper  Company  and  the  Bates  Valve  Bag  Corporation  fN    I^  oarties 

fetur"n  n7  '^'''■^^"^  ^^ "!,''.". ^^^  ^929.  After'^a  moZn  to  qiaKe 
mo  (39  F  r2d^'  Z  'n  k*^  a ^n^lll^""*^  ^^^  ''^"'^'^  ">"  March  ll! 
on  lanuarv  30  ^I off'  A  f'  ^^  °i.^^^'  ^  '°"^'="*  *>•="««  *««  «"tered 
n^H.nn  ^-  •  '•  ^^ V  <lf 'anng  the  contracts  null  and  void  and  per- 
petually enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  ?CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports.  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  V,  If  5577.)  ^ 

ComSeree^Cr^'fii  l?/*\^°'^*""  ^J"  ^'^^  P^'^^n'  Chamber  of 
TanTrv  17  1929  ^fhn-".*^'"'?-^"*  ""^'^I.the  Sherman  Act  returned 
New  York  L^ve  Pn.^i!  rT"  k°""/^-  ^-  ^^  ^•>  ^S^'"^*  ^^e  Greater 
wh^se  memw!  -^  S*'^'"''"  °^  Commerce,  a  trade  association 

Jl,?f  'P«"i''«'^s  comprised  65  per  cent  of  all  wholesale  live  poultry 
fnH  /tr-  ^^^!i*^':  New  York,  a  butchers'  union,  a  truckmen's^un  o^ 

commerce  in'thr^""'''  '=>^5'"&.  ^  ^on^Piracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  in  the  shipment  and  sale  of  POULTRY  in  New  York  Citv 

Z!nr  oT^klft'^^r^^'''^''-  l'^^^""-?'  and  other  unWu^ 
^tJW  Vu  November  20,  1929.  after  various  preliminary  pleas  inter- 

5?9  34  F^Lf  967''T.'f''\^  ^A'^la^V"'"^  ^^^  ^  (2d)  1005"^,  ?2  F.  AD. 
iiil'titf^  I^a/'  }  ^-  ^-  °-  ^^^)'  s>xty-six  defendants  were  found 
guilty  and  two  defendants  not  guilty.  Fines  aggregating  $40  650  were 
imposed  and  fines  amounting  to  $5,250  were  suspenid  Twenty 
defendants  were  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  terms  from  ten  days 
to  four  months.  On  January  12,  1931,  the  Circuit  CourtTf  Appeafs 
Second  Circuit,  affirmed  the  convictions  (47  F    (2d>  156   12  F   A    n' 

Ti^^lri^W'"''^^-  th^  SupremeUuV;  ienU'cerJforariVs 
u.b.  «J7).    (See  Nos.  348  and  368.) 

357.     United  States  v.  Great  Western  Sugar  Co..  Cr.  1426  •    Infor- 

n^^  if  ^^-^^^'""^  ^^^  ^"^^^  Western  Sugar  Company  and  its 

m!k      i    u        ^   SUGAR   in    Colorado,    Montana,   Wyoming,   and 

Sbv  i^'siL^'r'^'- "^  '^t  ^"^^^l"^  ^^  P^^i^^^^^  co^petidve  faf  o'res 
and  by  raismg  the  prices  of  sugar  beets  to  such  a  level  that  a  projected 
competitor  would  be  unable  to  operate  at  a  profit.  A  demurrer  lo  the 
la  ne^Th'^?.  n-  f -"P^"^"^  P^^^  ^^  "^^  ^'^'^^^  ^^  limitations  were  sus- 
ml)     (Le  No' 364^^    ^"'^ """  •^""''  ^^'  ^^^  ^^^  ^-  ^^"^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^'  ^'  ^' 

358.     United  States  v.  Atlantic  Cleaners  &  Dyers.  Inc.,  Eq.  49-417  • 

cfu  WD  "rYf '•^^''^"  A^"'  filed  February  7.  1929.  in  the  Supreme 
Court  (D  C.)  against  the  Atlantic  Cleaners  &  Dyers.  Inc  and  others 
engaged  in  the  business  of  CLEANING  AND  DYEING^rthe  Dis 

ll\^Lu  -^''''  ^^i''?".^ ^^^*  *^^  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain 
trade  by  raising  and  fixing  prices  and  by  assigning  and  allotting  the 
business  of  retail  dealers.  On  July  24,  1929,  a  motion  to  dismisf  the 
petition  was  denied,  and  on  November  5, 1931,  the  District  Court  entered 
a  decree  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination 
as  to  four  corporate  and  six  individual  defendants  and  dismissing  the 
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petition  as  to  the  remaining  defendants.  On  appeal,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  lower  court  on 
May  23,  1932  (286  U.  S.  427).  Petition  for  rehearing  was  denied 
October  10,  1932. 

359.  United  States  v.  Glaziers  Local  No.  27  of  Chicago,  etc.. 
Equity  8958 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  20,  1929, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  Glaziers  Local  No.  27  and 
four  others  named  in  the  criminal  case  of  United  States  v.  Meyers,  case 
No.  345,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
trade  in  glazed  BATHROOM  CABINETS  and  other  glazed  com- 
modities. On  July  25,  1929,  the  District  Court  entered  an  order  taking 
the  bill  as  confessed  against  the  defendants  for  failure  to  answer  the 
petition,  and  on  January  8,  1930,  a  decree  pro  confesso  was  entered 
perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination.  On 
motion  of  the  defendants,  the  District  Court  on  May  8,  1930,  granted 
leave  to  offer  evidence  on  condition  that  the  decree  remain  in  effect 
until  modified  or  set  aside  by  further  order  of  the  court.  On  June  9, 
1947,  the  court  dismissed  defendant's  motion  to  amend  the  decree  for 
lack  of  prosecution. 

360.  United  States  v.  Evansville  Confectioners*  Ass*n,  Eq.  86: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  21,  1929,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  Ind.)  against  the  Evansville  Confectioners'  Association 
and  its  members,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  in  CONFECTIONS  by  means  of  fixing  prices  and 
by  boycotting  manufacturers  who  sold  their  products  to  non-member 
jobbers  in  Evansville,  Indiana.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the 
same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combina- 
tion.   (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  1[  4187.) 

361.  United  States  v.  Ludowici-Celadon  Co.,  Cr.  19052:  Infor- 
mation under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  12,  1929,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Ludowici-Celadon  Company,  charging 
a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  ROOFING  TILE  by  the  acquisition  of  the  business;  prop- 
erty, and  assets  of  competing  corporations,  and  by  various  unlawful 
acts  and  agreements  to  exclude  and  prevent  competition  in  the  sale  and 
installation  of  roofing  tile.  On  March  18,  1929,  the  defendant  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  a  fine  of  $5,000  was  imposed. 

362.  United  States  v.  Ludowici-Celadon  Co.,  Eq.  9022 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  12,  1929,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  p.  111.)  against  the  Ludowici-Celadon  Company,  alleging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  ROOFING  TILE  by  the  acquisition 
of  the  business,  property,  and  assets  of  competing  corporations ;  by  agree- 
ments to  exclude  competition  in  the  sale  and  installation  of  roofing  tile ;  and 
by  various  other  unlawful  acts.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  March  18, 
1929,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination. 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  Ill,  1[  31 19.) 

363.  United  States  v.  West  Coast  Theatres,  Inc.,  Cr.  663-H: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  19,  1929,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  West  Coast  Theatres,  Inc., 
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chariPni"^°''  '"°*'°"  P'^*"'*  producing  and  distributing  companies 
motion   picture!  in   Sou  W„   r,^,""'^'"l  '^^  exhibition  first-class 

^a^ defJ^dS/care  No°3^^.^  ^"^^^  °^  ^  consentVcree  against  the 
T„f^^^'*\-  ^"**^  ^*^**'  ^-  <2'"e«t  Western  Sugar  ComDanv  Cr  ^27- 

mercel;  BEET  SiVapPk'^'^,'°  ■:"*"^'"  interstate  trade  and  com! 

Wndanls  disckalged  ^'J^  Jfo^.  -/-™-t'«"  -as  dismissed  and  the 

V.fif^^^'  ^'^**^  ^'.***'  ^-  ^o"  Theatres  Corporation  Ea  Sl-122- 
?ou  7s"  D'y'^vS'Yr  't'^'J'^^  November  2Tl9^^"'nTh'e  D  stS 
FilnTcSpo^att^^L^^^ra^'k^^^^^^^ 

MayerDisStincr  r.'  ^'"='7'»<='>  \n  *"">  controlled  Metro-Goldwyn- 
rUrirf-^rr  o  i    *u    •'?-^  ^^'  ^^^^'  ^  supplemcnta    decree  was  entered 

entered  discharging  the  trusted      /rriV   j'^  ^      ''  "  °'""*'"  "^^^ 
Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  Ili"f  3125.)  ^  ^^Pf'artO"  i?./ort., 

366.    United  States  v.  Warner  Bros.  Pictures   Inc    En    ^i  171  • 

CourtTs^D  y  V'  f'^^*°".^,^*  fi'*^^  November  2Tl9i'"i-A  S'd  s"tri 
;„t  tK  »  \jV'        %,)  *^'"**  Warner  Brothers  Pictures  and  others  a  lep- 

hf  MOTION  ?i??fe^  inlsT'r*'^"^-  — edfomSiotfn 
interest  in  Fkst  S^n^f  P^u    Zin'c  ''^h'/n^rf-  ~"t^<"'i9?  ?tock 
on  June  5.  1934,  at  theSancTof  the  goveTn^e^n'r""  "''  "'''"''""' 
367.    United  States  V.  Pittsburgh-Eric  Saw  Co   Ea  O  Rfi  M.    p^*- 

Courtfs'l^' cSfT^"  ^*  fi'e<i>cemb!?"23%!|;?n1he"Dist Act- 
its  officers  alieSfnii  ^^.'"'*  ^''^  P>ttsburgh-Erie  Saw  Company  and 
mercefn  t'hi  1^  W"^'"^,*  *°  "°nopoli«  interstate  trade  and  com- 

rracfe  Regulatton  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  J  4199.)  ^ 


368.  United  Sutes  v.  Greater  N.  Y.  Live  Poultry  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  Eq.  52-30:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February 
7,  1930,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Greater  New 
York  Live  Poultry  Chamber  of  Commerce,  a  trade  association  whose 
members  comprised  65  per  cent  of  all  wholesale  dealers  in  live  poultry 
in  Greater  New  York,  a  butchers'  union,  a  truckmen's  union,  and  cer- 
tain individuals,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  control  the 
live  POULTRY  market  in  New  York  City  by  allocating  retailers,  fix- 
ing prices,  spying,  boycotting,  violence,  and  intimidation,  the  requisite 
enforcement  funds  being  obtained  by  levying  a  fee  of  one  cent  per 
pound  upon  all  poultry  sold  by  the  wholesalers.  An  amended  petition 
was  filed  on  April  16,  1930.  On  August  9,  1930,  the  court  sustained 
in  part  a  motion  by  the  government  to  strike  as  sham  certain  allega- 
tions of  the  defendants'  answer  (44  F.  (2d)  393,  12  F.  A.  D.  596). 
During  the  course  of  the  trial,  consent  decrees  perpetually  enjoining 
the  further  operation  of  the  combination  were  entered  as  to  47  defend- 
ants. The  District  Court  dismissed  the  petition  as  to  two  defendants, 
granted  an  injunction  as  to  the  remaining  defendants,  and  entered  a 
decree  on  February  6,  1932,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
operation  of  the  combination.  On  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court 
affirmed  this  decree  on  February  5,  1934  (291  U.  S.  293)  and  a  final 
decree  on  this  mandate  was  entered  on  April  13,  1934.  (See  Nos.  348, 
356,  and  391.) 

369.  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  California,  Eq.  2542-s : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  15,  1930,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  (Talif.)  against  the  Standard  Oil  Company  of  California 
and  19  other  oil  companies  engaged  in  business  on  the  Pacific  Coast, 
alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  by  fixing  and 
maintaining  prices  for  GASOLINE.  A  consent  decree  was  entered 
on  September  15,  1930,  perpetually  enjoying  the  practices  complained 
of.  On  September  25,  1933,  the  District  Court  modified  this  decree  to 
permit  the  defendants  to  operate  under  the  National  Recovery  Admin- 
istration code  for  the  petroleum  industry,  approved  August  19,  1933. 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  If  4208.) 

370.  United  States  v.  Foster  &  Kleiser  Co.,  Eq.  R-31-M :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  22,  1930,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
Calif.)  against  Foster  &  Kleiser  Company,  its  officers,  and  its  subsid- 
iary, the  Restop  Realty  Company,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had 
acquired  a  monopoly  of  interstate  commerce  in  the  OUTDOOR 
ADVERTISING  business  in  the  states  of  California,  Washington, 
Oregon,  and  Arizona,  by  the  acquisition  of  control  of  two  competing 
companies  and  by  various  coercive  practices.  A  consent  decree  was 
entered  on  March  13, 1931,  ordering  the  sale  of  the  two  competing  com- 
panies and  perpetually  enjoining  the  continuation  of  the  monopoly  and 
the  practices  complained  of.  (See  Nos.  120,  224,  and  346.)  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  Ill,  If  3124.) 

371.  United  States  v.  Radio  Corporation  of  America,  Eq.  793: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  13,  1930,  District  Court 
(Dela.)  against  the  Radio  Corporation  of  America  and  others,  alleging 
a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
trade  and  commerce  in  RADIO  communication  and  radio  apparatus 
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by  means,  among  others,  of  patent  cross-licensing  agreements  An 
amended  and  supplemental  petition  was  filed  March  7,  1932,  namine 
additional  defendants  and  adding  allegations  relative  to  foreig^  pt"ent^ 
licensing  agreements  and  foreign  communications  agreements  An 
K^^?i  io?V°  A^^  amended  and  supplemental  petition  was  filed  Novem- 
ber Zl,  1932  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  requirine 
Iww"f  ^'  Electric  and  Westinghouse  companies  to  dispose  of  the^ 
stock  interests  in  the  Radio  Corporation  of  America,  enjoining  the 
defendants  from  restraining  trade  in  the  future  by  means  of  exdus  ve 
patent  licenses,  agreements  to  divide  fields  or  territory,  or  other  similar 
devices,  and  reserving  the  issues  with  respect  to  contracts  with  foreign 
companies  and  governments  for  disposition  at  the  end  of  two  and 

seeki'nE^indifiT.  ?•'"°^°".u°^  ^^  ^°'T^y  Corporation  to  intei^ene  and 
seeking  a  modification  of  the  consent  decree  of  November  21    1932  was 

ww'^  Z  ^r^  ^i  ^^^^  ^-^  !•  S"PP-  23)-  On  the  basis  of  a's tipuldo^ 
wherein  the  defendants  waived  the  exclusive  features  of  licenses  and  agree- 
ments with  foreign  companies  owning  United  States  patents,  thus  removing 
the  objections  of  the  government,  a  decree  was  entered  on  May  25  1934 
dismissing  the  petition  so  far  as  it  affected  the  issues  arising  out  of  the 
exclusive  licenses  and  sales  agreements  in  foreign  commerce.  On  February 
^S,  iy35,  a  second  amendment  to  the  amended  and  supplemental  peti- 
tion was  filed,  and  on  July  2, 1935,  an  amendment  to  the  consent  decree 

^f^'he^^  r*^-  ^^TT^^^  *^"^°'"'"^  '^^  defendants  from  enforc  ng  anj 
of  their  foreign  traffic  or  communication  agreements  with  foreign  com- 

f^hl/  ^"^/°^.e'-">"e"t.s  by  which  exclusive  radio  circuits  wer!  estab- 
ished  and  dismissing  this  cause  as  to  the  other  defendants.  On  September 
13,  iy4A  the  Court  denied  the  government's  motion  to  vacate  the 
vacaHl^'"'?.^f  ^-  ^f"^'  ^^^-  '^^^  government  had  contended  such 
Drefud^ce  tI.  C  ^"f  l°^^"l*'*  ^}^.  dismissal  of  a  complaint  without 
Zrllt  ^'  ?1  ^°"'t.*  ^^\'^  *^*'  defendants  derived  benefits  from  the 
decree  since  it  was  based  upon  a  binding  agreement.  The  govern- 
ment s  appeal  o  the  Supreme  Court  was  dismissed  April  15,  W3  on 
motion  of  appellant  (318  U.  S.  796).    (See  Nos.  675,  676.) 

Pn  on7o  ^™J*^  ^^*V  "":  Painters'  District  Council  No.  2,  etc., 
DUtrict  Co^r't  F"n"M'  '^'  Sherman  Act  filed  June  10.  1930,  in  the 
JJistrict  Court  (E  D.  Mo.)  against  Painters'  District  Council  No  2 
other  painters'  unions  and  their  officers  and  members,  alleging  a  com-' 
bination  and  conspiracy  to  coerce  and  compel  persons  interested  in 
building  construction  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  to  refrain  from  purchas" 
nferinr"''*"'"^  KITCHEN  EQUIPMENT,  finished  building  trim, 
S  .fT?°'''''°':'''  T-  ^'"°'"  "a^ufacturers  located  outside  of  the 
Mate  of  Missouri.    A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  December  31 

CcV'S"  ff  ^„  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination! 
(CCH  Irade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  V,  1[5127.) 

.       373.     United  States  v.  5,898  Cases  Sardines.  Ad-I05-37 :    Libel  of 

'dS  Courtis'  n^N^'v?  "^""^  ""'l  "'"^^  J""^  "'  '930.  in  the 
SARnTNF^  ri-i  ^-  y^J'^^V^^J^  *•'*  '«'^"'"«  of  5.898  cases  of 
SNA?K^  •  '  '^^J'f  ^^  of  HERRING,  and  500  cases  of  KIPPERED 
arv  Ifi  10^1™^°'^^'*  ^'.°u  Norway.    The  libel  was  dismissed  on  Janu- 

Pn  r?-    '  •"  T"^  °f  *•"*  *"*''y  of  a  consent  decree  in  United  States  v 
A.  B.  C.  Canning  Co..  case  No.  374. 


374.  United  States  v.  A.  B.  C.  Canning  Co.,  Eq.  54-93 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  filed  June  12,  1930, 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  A.  B.  C.  Canning  Com- 
pany, other  importers,  and  the  members  of  the  Norwegian  Canners 
Price  Committee,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  conspired  to  restrain 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  Norwegian  SARDINES  by  fixing 
prices.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  January  16,  1931,  perpetually 
enjoining  the  continuation  of  the  conspiracy  and  the  making  of  any 
agreement  relating  to  the  practices  complained  of  as  to  all  but  one  of 
the  defendants.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV, 
1928,  If  4213)  and  a  decree  pro  confesso  was  entered  on  April  7,  1931, 
as  to  that  defendant. 

375.  United  States  v.  Wool  Institute,  Inc.  Eq.,  54-141.  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  27,  1930,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Wool  Institute,  Inc.  and  its  officers  and  members, 
alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  interstate  com- 
merce in  WOOLEN  GOODS  and  WOOLEN  YARNS  by  fixing  and 
maintaining  non-competitive  prices.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on 
the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  com- 
bination. (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  jf  4207.) 
Subsequently  an  order  modifying  the  decree  to  permit  compliance  with 
the  National  Recovery  Administration  code  for  the  wool  textile  industry, 
approved  July  26,  1933,  was  entered. 

376.  United  States  v.  West  Coast  Theatres,  Inc.,  Eq.  S-IO-C: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  21,  1930,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  West  Coast  Theatres,  Inc.,  its  president, 
and  10  major  motion  picture  producing  and  distributing  companies, 
alleging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  and  restrain  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  in  MOTION  PICTURE  FILMS  by  limiting  the  exhibition 
of  motion  picture  films  by  independent  exhibitors  through  a  series  of 
so-called  "zoning"  and  "clearance"  schedules.  A  consent  decree  was 
entered  on  the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  continuation  of 
the  conspiracy  and  the  practices  complained  of.  The  consent  decree 
entered  August  21,  1930  was  modified  on  November  27,  1940.  The 
modification  is  to  bring  the  decree  under  the  arbitration  system  of  the 
Paramount  consent  decree  in  New  York.    (See  Nos.  351  and  363.) 

377.  United  States  v.  Asphalt  Shingle  &  Roofing  Institute, 
Eq.  57-162:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  30,  1930, 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Asphalt  Shingle  &  Roof- 
ing Institute  and  its  members,  manufacturers  of  non-patented 
ASPHALT  SHINGLE  AND  ROOFING  products,  alleging  a  com- 
bination in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  by  means  of 
a  reporting  plan  tending  to  fix  uniform  and  non-competitive  prices,  and 
by  various  agreements  fixing  uniform  maximum  discounts,  uniform 
terms,  freight  equalization,  classification  of  customers  and  credit  rules, 
etc.,  all  of  which  were  enforced  by  provisions  compelling  compulsory 
arbitration.  On  September  30,  1935,  the  petition  was  dismissed  with- 
out prejudice  at  the  instance  of  the  government,  because  the  issues 
originally  relied  upon  had  become  moot. 

378.  United  States  v.  Bolt,  Nut  &  Rivet  Manufacturers  Ass'n, 
No.  58-383:    Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  17,  1931,  in 
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act?rer.'  L  ^'  ^'  ^O  against  the  Bolt,  Nut  &  Rivet  Manu- 

of  BOLTS   m  HTi^wi'^c^^  practically  all  the  manufacturers 

^nH  VrT  '  u^^^'  ^""^  REVETS  in  the  United  States,  its  president 
and  50  member  corporations,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
to  restrain  interestate  trade  and  commerce  in  such  products  by  fixing 
prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale;  by  equalizing  freight  charge! 

liTbfack^^t^^nT^  P.""'"'  system;  and  by  establishing  preferential  lists 
and  blacklists  of  customers,  etc.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the 
tfo"^  nf  f^;  1^'^^'?"5  '^^  combination  illegal,  providing  for  the  dissolu- 
rCCH  Trntp'^'^lT'  ^S"^  P^T^^tually  enjoining  its  further  operation. 
(CCH  /  rade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  If  4216.) 

til.  Ill'  ^""a^  ^if *!\'';  ^"^^  Institute,  Eq.  59-103 :  Petition  under 
^e  Sherman  Act  filed  March  30,  1931,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 

ti;nn;^n^i"^MxTT?c??^^T?^'^^^^'  ^"  association  composed  of  prac- 
he  nnrni.^  F"^^^  SUGAR  refiners  in  the  United  States,  formed  for 

the  purpose  of  eliminating  unfair  trade  practices,  secret  rebates  etc  • 
he  member  corporations ;  and  the  officers  of  the  Institute  and  the Vefin ' 

h^in^'T"^  ^^"!l  ^^^  P^*^*^^^  ^"^^^^  ^h^t  th^  defendants  had  com- 
mTfnl-  ''''?  ^^^^  instrumentality  of  the  Institute  to  enhance  and 
maintain  uniform  and  oppressive  prices  by  reporting  prices,  terms  and 
conditions  o   sale  as  a  condition  precedent  to  any  sale,  and  by  adhering 

and  abX^'h^n^  n^"^'^."Pr  ''^'^'^ '  ^^  Prohibiting  long-term"^  contract! 
nHr..  fi,  /^^- ''u ^"u'^^  discounts;  by  enforcing  a  system  of  delivered 
?ni  fL  .•  !-^^^''t^'"?^^  ^^^^^  "P^^  arbitrary  rail  rates;  by  restrict- 
ing the  activities  of  brokers  and  warehousemen;  by  withholding  from 
purchasers  part  of  the  statistical  information  collected  by  the  Inftitu^ 
Duirtf'r!?  /'y'/'''^  ^l  ^l^^klisting  and  other  coercive  devices.  The 
fhTf]?\u  "^  """^  dissolve  the  Institute,  but  perpetually  enjoined 

SLWrg^^n  f F  "q  °^  the  combination  in  45  stated  activities  on 
Q   loii  :        u^^^  F.  Supp.  817),  and  a  decree  was  entered  on  October 

On  mLW  io.r*u  T^'""^  ^"^^"^"  ^^  ^^^*  (15  F.  Supp.  817,  907). 
On  March  30,  1936,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  decree  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  with  minor  modifications  (297  U.  S.  553),  and  a  final  decree 
on  tnis  mandate  was  entered  on  October  19,  1936. 

380.     United  States  v.  Harry  R.  Mercer,  Cr.  2947-b:    Two  indict- 
ments  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  5  and  May  12,  1931    in 

ilFfT7'^^7''  ^^u  J.)  "^"^"^^  ^'^'^'^  ^"^y^  ^"^  another,'charging 
that  the  defendants  had  conspired,  through  the  instrumentality  of  the 

MOTOp' tIt\ Ji^fxT^^  Association,  to  restrain  commerce  in 

^  I?\  TRUCKING  between  the  cities  of  Philadelphia  and  New 
York  by  fixing  rates  and  eliminating  competition,  by  using  violence  and 
threats  to  compel  trucking  companies  to  become  members  of  the 
Association,  and  by  coercing  shippers  through  destruction  of  property 

o^MVi'9^'1o,^'^'  ""^  ""TH"  ^^"^P^nies.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered 
on  May  26,  1931,  as  to  the  first  indictment.    On  September  14   1931 

i^nrUn  ""^^  /^'''^u  ^^'^  ^"  ^^"  "^^^"^  indictment,   sentenced   to 

flfrl        ;•     ^^1^^^  Fo.'x'ili  ^^"'^  ^^  ^PP^^^^'  Third  Circuit,  affirmed 

h.r  yTVoT""  ^^^  I'  ^^^^  ^^^'  ^  "^"^  P^°^^"^  ^^'  entered  on  Novem- 
Der  Zl,  1^32,  as  to  the  remaining  defendants  who  died  before  trial. 
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381.  United  States  v.  International  Business  Machines  Corp., 
Eq.  66-215 :  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the  Clayton  Act  filed 
March  26,  1932,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Inter- 
national Business  Machines  Corporation  and  Remington-Rand,  Inc., 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  TABULATING  MACHINES  AND 
TABULATING  CARDS,  and  two  of  their  selling  subsidiaries,  alleging 
that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  commerce  by  entering 
into  an  agreement  (1)  not  to  sell  machines  but  to  lease  them  on  condi- 
tion that  the  lessee  purchase  at  fixed  prices  and  use  the  tabulating 
cards  made  by  the  lessor,  or  pay  an  additional  rental  for  the  machines, 
and  (2)  to  sell  cards  only  to  lessees.  The  agreement  between  the  defend- 
ants was  cancelled  by  stipulation  before  trial.  The  subsidiaries  were 
eliminated  from  the  suit  by  dissolution  and  merger  with  the  parent 
companies.  By  stipulation,  Remington-Rand  agreed  to  consent  to  any 
decree  entered  against  the  International  Business  Machines  Corpora- 
tion, which  elected  to  contest  the  case.  On  December  2,  1935,  the  Dis- 
trict Court  declared  the  tying  clauses  in  the  leases  of  the  International 
Business  Machines  Corporation  void  (13  F.  Supp.  11),  and  on  Decem- 
ber 26,  1935,  a  decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  further 
enforcement  of  the  agreement.  On  January  29,  1936,  the  same  decree 
was  entered  by  consent  against  Remington-Rand.  On  April  27,  1936, 
the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  decree  entered  by  the  District  Court 
against  the  International  Business  Machines  Corporation  (298  U.  S.  131). 

382.  United  States  v.  Com  Derivatives  Institute,  Eq.  11634: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  6,  1932,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Corn  Derivatives  Institute  and  fifteen 
member  corporations  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  98  per  cent 
of  the  CORN  SYRUP,  CORN  STARCH,  AND  CORN  SUGAR  man- 
ufactured and  sold  in  the  United  States,  alleging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  by  eliminating 
competition,  by  granting  concessions  and  special  terms,  and  by  fixing 
prices.  These  objects  were  accomplished  partially  through  the  open- 
pnce  plan  and  partially  through  the  reporting  plan,  by  which  members 
interchanged  information  regarding  their  prices,  terms  and  conditions 
of  sale,  etc.,  in  advance  and  adhered  to  them  until  changed  upon  notice. 
A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day  dissolving  the  Institute 
and  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination 
in  more  than  15  stated  activities.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  IV,  If  4222.)  A  modification  of  decree  was  entered 
April  20,  1943  under  O.  P.  A.  Further  modification  of  the  final  decree 
was  entered  November  12, 1947. 

The  final  decree  was  again  amended  on  November  12,  1948. 

383.  United  States  v.  Appalachian  Coals,  Inc.,  Eq.  1 :  Petition 
yi^xf^^^^^  Sherman  Act  filed  June  29,  1932,  in  the  District  Court 
rri'AT'  ^^'^  against  Appalachian  Coals,  Inc.,  and  137  BITUMINOUS 
LOAL  producers,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined,  through 
tne  instrumentality  of  Appalachian  Coals,  Inc.,  to  monopolize  interstate 
commerce  in  bituminous  coal  by  setting  up  an  exclusive  and  common 
selling  agency  with  power  to  fix  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale, 
allot  production,  and  divide  business  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a 
Higher  average  price  for  their  output.  On  October  3,  1932,  the  com- 
bination was  declared  illegal  (1  F.  Supp.  339),  and  on  October  17,  1932, 
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a  decree  was  entered  dissolving  Appalachian  Coals,  Inc.,  declaring  the 
sales  agency  contracts  void,  and  enjoining  the  further  operation  of 
the  combination.  On  March  13,  1933,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed 
the  decree  of  the  District  Court  and  remanded  the  case  with  instruc- 
tions to  dismiss  the  petition  without  prejudice,  with  the  provision  that 
the  District  Court  should  retain  jurisdiction  of  the  case  with  power  to 
set  aside  the  decree  if  the  actual  operation  of  the  plan  should  later 
prove  to  be  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act  (288  U.  S.  344).  On  March 
29,  1933,  a  decree  on  this  mandate  was  entered. 

384.  United  States  v.  United  Theatres,  Inc.,  Eq.  39:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  16,  1932,  in  the  District  Court 
(E.  D.  La.)  against  United  Theatres,  Inc.,  which  owned  and  operated 
eighteen  theatres  in  New  Orleans,  and  eleven  major  motion  picture  pro- 
ducing and  distributing  companies,  which  in  turn  owned  six  theatres 
in  New  Orleans,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  acquired  a  monopoly 
of  the  exhibition  of  the  second,  third,  and  subsequent  run  of  all  feature 
MOTION  PICTURES  in  the  city  of  New  Orleans  by  agreements 
entered  into  between  United  Theatres,  Inc.,  and  the  producers  and 
distributors,  containing  schedules  arbitrarily  fixing  the  time  and  the 
order  in  which  such  motion  pictures  should  be  shown  in  the  fifty-one 
theatres  in  New  Orleans.  On  September  2,  1932,  the  petition  was  dis- 
missed as  to  three  defendants.  On  December  28,  1937,  an  order  was 
entered  on  motion  of  the  Government,  dismissing  the  case,  without 
prejudice. 

385.  United  States  v.  Fox  West  Coast  Theatres,  Equity  Y-38-H : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  16,  1932,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  Fox  West  Coast  Theatres,  which  operated 
more  than  250  theatres  in  the  Pacific  Coast  area,  and  six  distributing  cor- 
porations, alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
interstate  commerce  in  MOTION-PICTURE  FILMS  by  means  of 
so-called  "zoning"  and  "clearance"  schedules,  which  gave  to  the  theatres 
operated  by  Fox  West  Coast  Theatres  undue  preferences  and  priv- 
ileges to  the  detriment  of  competing  independent  exhibitors.  A  consent 
decree  was  entered  on  the  same  day,  enjoining  the  further  enforcement 
of  the  zoning  and  clearance  schedules  or  any  schedule  of  like  character. 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  1932-1937,  1(7029.) 
The  decree  was  modified  November  27,  1940,  suspending  operation 
of  the  decree  until  decision  is  reached  in  the  Paramount  case. 

386.  United  States  v.  Millinery  Quality  Guild,  Inc.,  Eq.  75-99: 

Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  23,  1933,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Millinery  Quality  Guild,  Inc.,  and  its 
members,  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  reproductions  of  women's 
hats,  alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  interstate 
trade  in  HATS  by  eliminating  competition,  by  agreeing  upon,  fixing, 
and  maintaining  wholesale  and  retail  prices,  and  by  selling  and  furnish- 
ing labels  to  members  for  use  on  hats.  A  consent  decree  was  entered 
on  June  18,  1934,  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the 
combination  and  permitting  the  defendants  to  operate  under  the 
National  Recovery  Administration  code  for  the  millinery  industry, 
approved  December  15,  1933,  and  amended  March  24,  1934.  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  1932-1937,  If  7174.) 


387.  United  States  v.  Union  Pacific  Produce  Co.,  Cr.  94-143: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  7,  1933,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Union  Pacific  Produce  Company, 
a  partnership,  and  its  officers,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and 
monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  ARTICHOKES  by  preventing, 
through  threats,  intimidation  and  violence,  artichoke  receivers,  iobbersi 
retailers,  push-cart  peddlers  and  others,  their  customers  and  employers, 
from  dealing  in  artichokes  in  the  metropolitan  area  of  New  York  except 
through  the  company.  After  the  jury  was  discharged  for  failure  to 
reach  a  verdict  on  February  12,  1936,  one  defendant  pleaded  guilty  on 
March  24,  1936,  and  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  one  year,  sen- 
tence being  suspended.  A  second  trial  also  resulted  in  a  disagreement 
by  the  jury  on  April  18,  1936.  On  June  7,  1937,  before  the  opening  of 
the  third  trial,  the  court  accepted  pleas  of  guilty  from  all  defendants 
as  to  the  first  two  counts  of  the  indictment  and  dismissed  the  indict- 
ment as  to  counts  three  and  four.  On  July  6,  1937,  a  fine  of  $1000  was 
imposed  on  the  company  and  a  sentence  of  six  months'  imprisonment 
was  imposed  on  each  of  two  individual  defendants.  The  sentences  of 
two  other  defendants  were  suspended  and  those  defendants  were  placed 
on  probation  for  a  period  of  five  years. 

388.  United  States  v.  Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co.,  Cr.  8856: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  14,  1933,  in  the 
I^istrict  Court  (Nev.)  against  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  Company 
and  8  of  its  officers,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce  (RAILROAD  TRANSPORTATION)  by  preventing, 
through  intimidation  and  boycott,  the  shipment  of  goods' from  other 
states  into  Nevada  by  any  common  carrier  other  than  the  company. 
On  May  7,  1934,  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines 
aggregating  $557  were  imposed. 

389.  United  States  v.  Fish  Credit  Association,  Inc.,  Cr.  96-233: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  5,  1933,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Fish  Credit  Association,  Inc., 

«;  corporations  engaged  in  the  wholesale  fish  business,  54  of  their 
officers,  agents  and  employees,  three  trade  associations  and  one  union, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce 
in  fresh-water  FISH  by  fixing  uniform  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of 
sale,  by  eliminating  competition,  and  by  boycotts,  threats,  intimidation, 
and  other  acts  of  violence.  A  superseding  indictment  was  returned 
June  5^  1934^  naming  all  except  three  of  the  defendants  previously 
indicted,  two  new  corporate  defendants,  one  new  individual  defendant, 
and  charging  the  use  of  additional  means  to  eflFectuate  the  same  con- 
spiracy On  December  3,  1934,  the  defendants'  motion  to  quash  the 
?oVc  "  u  ^"^  superseding  indictments  was  denied,  and  on  January  14, 

fl'  ^^^^^''cuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit,  dismissed  the  appeal 
ot  the  defendants  from  the  decision  of  the  District  Court.  The  District 
U)urt  on  July  11,  1935,  declared  a  mistrial  owing  to  the  misconduct 
Of  a  juror  On  October  23,  1935,  all  but  six  of  the  defendants  pleaded 
guilty,  and  on  a  retrial  the  remaining  defendants  were  found  guilty 
on  November  16,  1935.  Fines  aggregating  $48,387  were  imposed  on 
^«  defendants  on  December  3  and  4,  1935,  and  11  defendants  were 
sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  terms  from  six  months  to  two  years, 
tne  sentences  of  eight  of  them  being  suspended.     On  appeal  by  one 
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defendant,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit,  sustained  the 
conviction  on  August  13, 1936  (85  F.  (2d)  544),  and  the  Supreme  Court 
denied  certiorari  on  December  14,  1936  (299  U.  S.  609).  (See  No.  397.) 

390.  United  States  v.  National  Retail  Credit  Ass'n,  Eq.  10-420: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  12,  1933,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  the  National  Retail  Credit  Association  and 
8  of  its  officers  and  agents,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  the  RETAIL  CREDIT 
reporting  and  credit  information  business  by  allotting  exclusive  terri- 
tory to  be  served  by  member  agencies,  by  eliminating  competition,  and 
by  boycotting.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  October  6,  1933,  per- 
petually enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination.  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  Supp.  1932-1937,  fl  7070.)  (See  case 
No.  410.) 

391.  United  States  v.  Joseph  Weincr,  Cr.  95-434:  Information 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  31,  1933,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Weiner  and  others,  charging  criminal  contempt  of  court 
in  violating  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  in  the  case  of  United 
States  V.  Greater  N.  Y.  Live  POULTRY  Chamber  of  Commerce,  case 
No.  368.  On  March  29, 1934,  five  defendants  were  found  guilty  and  two 
defendants  not  guilty  and  sentences  to  imprisonment  for  terms  of  from 
three  months  to  three  years  were  imposed.  On  appeal  by  four  defend- 
ants, the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Second  Circuit,  on  November  5, 

1934,  affirmed  the  conviction  (73  F.  (2d)  100>).  The  case  of  U.  S. 
ex  rel.  Weiner  v.  Hill  was  incidental  to  these  proceedings.     In  May 

1935,  Weiner,  who  had  been  sentenced  to  two  years'  imprisonment, 
filed  a  petition  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus  on  the  ground  that  Sections  21 
and  22  of  the  Clayton  Act  limited  sentences  for  contempt  of  antitrust 
decrees  to  6  months.  On  June  25,  1935,  the  writ  was  granted  (11  F. 
Supp.  195).  On  January  8,  1936,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  Third 
Circuit,  affirmed  the  order  of  the  District  Court  discharging  the  defend- 
ant (84  F.  (2d)  27).  On  petition  of  the  government,  the  case  was 
reargued  before  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  which  reaffirmed  the  deci- 
sion of  the  District  Court  on  June  8,  1936.  On  February  1,  1937,  the 
Supreme  Court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  lower  courts  on  the  ground 
that  Section  24  of  the  Clayton  Act  excepted  contempts  of  government 
decrees  from  the  6  months'  limitation.  (300  U.  S.  105.)  A  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  September  29,  1937,  as  to  defendant  Schomer. 

392.  United  States  v.  Market  Truckmen's  Ass'n,  Cr.  95-474: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  August  3,  1933,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Market  Truckmen's  Associa- 
tion, the  Fresh  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Association  of  New  York,  a  team- 
sters* union  and  several  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
the  shipment,  sale,  TRANSPORTATION  BY  TRUCK  and  delivery 
of  VEGETABLE  PRODUCE  in  interstate  commerce  except  upon 
terms  and  conditions  dictated,  fixed,  and  agreed  upon  by  the  defend- 
ants, which  were  enforced  by  coercion  and  intimidation  and  by  exacting 
pier-head  delivery  charges  from  receivers  and  jobbers.  The  case  was 
dismissed  on  September  27,  1937,  as  to  two  individual  defendants  and 
a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all  other  defendants  March  17,  1941. 


163 


393.  United  States  v.  Local  No.  202  of  the  Int'l  Brotherhood  of 
Teamsters  etc.,  Cr.  95-473:  Indictment  under  the  Sherma^Ac 
returned  August  3,  1933,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  YW^ainst 
Local  No.  202  of  the  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters^  etc 
l^L^I  f  '^\  ''^''^^^'  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  mterstate  commerce  in  FRUIT  by  enforcing,  through 
intimidation  and  coercion,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale,  transportation, 
and  delivery.    The  case  was  dismissed  as  to  the  two  individual  defend- 

^L'n'Lrllfmf '  '''^'  '"^  '  """^  P^"^'^"^  "^^  ^"^^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^ 

T  J-  ^^^*     United  States  v.  Protective  Fur  Dressers  Corp.,  Cr.  C-95-924  • 
Indictment  ""^er  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  6,  1933,  in  the 

r^Hon' •.^''"^  ^^-  ^'  ^'  y>  ^^^^'^^^  '^^  Protective  Fur  Dressers  Corpo 
ration   its  officers,  members,  and  stockholders,  charging  a  conspiracy 
lo  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  RABBIT  SKINS 
by  fixing  uniform  terms,  conditions,  and  prices,  and  by  enforcing  those 

2/H.f.nT  .'''?'' Z?"^    Pr^^'    ^^''^"^^    ^i^^^'^^^    an<i    intimidation. 
iL'T.''  pleaded  guilty  and  two  defendants  proceeded  to  trial, 
the  indictment  having  been  dismissed  as  to  the  remaining  defendants 
On  November  8,  1936,  defendants  Shapiro  and  Buchaltef  were  found 
guilty  and  on  November  12,  1936,  each  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment 

of  Inniu ''c:^"^  ^"??  ^^?'^n:  ^"  ^^^^^  ^'  ^^^7,  the  Circuit  Court 
ot  Appeals,  Second  Circuit,  affirmed  the  conviction  of  Shapiro  and 
reversed  it  as  to  Buchalter  (88  F.  (2d)  625).  On  April  9,  1937  a  pet^ 
r^n.!    fV*'^''^""^^^^.'^^^^"^^"*  ^^^Pi^^  w^s  ^^nied  by  the  Circuit 

S^r[  nm  T^T^'cf^ln«?"A^  ^'  ^^^^^'^"  ^"P^^"^^  Court  denied  certi- 
oran  (301  US.  708).  On  January  22,  1938,  fines  aggregating  $17,000 
were  imposed  on  9  defendants  who  pleaded  guilty,  which  amount  Was 

^n^llf^'^^t  *%^^^'?,^-  On  January  2,  1940,  defendant  Buchalter 
entered  a  plea  of  guilty  and  sentence  was  imposed  of  one  year,  to 

\T^OA^''V^''}'^'?''  ^""^^  ""^  t°"'  ^^""ts  ^^  the  indictment.  February 
\uJ:.rrAA  ^"*!'^l^"^^s  w^r^  fined  a  total  of  $1,750,  and  sentence  was 
w.?!  f  f  ^"^  ^  corporation.  On  February  16,  1943.  a  nolle  prosequi 
n  t!,!".  /^'  i^'i-^^  remaining  4  corporate  defendants.  Total  fines 
Tcll^ ^-  uJu''^'''^  ^^^  ^^'^^  fi"^  ^"  defendant  Buchalter,  whose 
conviction  had  been  reversed  by  the  Circuit  Court)  were  $23,750. 

Pr  Q^^^ooc^J''*^^.'^  ^^^^^  ""'  ^^^^^^  "^^^^  Workers  Industrial  Union, 
10^^   •     .J  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  6, 

WorCrc  T  ^^  'f^i'TT^.^"'^.  ^^t:.  ^^  ^'  ^ '^  ^^^^^^^  '^^  Needle  Trades 
Workers  Industrial  Union,  its  Fur  Department  and  28  members,  charff- 

dved^F?T"R^Q'i^?^TQV''^^.'^^">*''''*^^^  commerce  in  raw,  dressed,  and 
dyed  FUR  SKINS  by  dictating  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  and  trans- 
portation, and  by  enforcing  such  terms  and  conditions  through  violence 
8  ld?Win^4'''c  ^  '^S^,"'"''^'"  ^"^  ^^^  indictment  was  overruled  on  Feb. 
TTn^  -V ^J-  ^JIPP-  ^^^)-  ^"  ^^"^  t^^  c^se  was  dismissed  as  to  the 
)Z    \  '^  /^j;  Department  and  7  individual  members.    Trial  com- 

S'"^  ^'k-  ^^'  ^^f  ,S^"^/  ^^^^^^^  ^^  "^t  ^^^'y  ^^^  returned  as  to  7 
Tmn  T"i  /J"^""^  ^^  individuals  entered  pleas  of  guilty,  fines  being 
imposed  of  $7  000,  and  prison  sentences  given  from  3  months  to  a  year, 
on  Apnl  19,  1940.  On  November  4,  1940,  the  Circuit  Court  (CCA  2) 
renaered  an  opinion  reversing  convictions  because  of  insufficient  evi- 
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dence  to  support  the  verdict  as  to  11  individuals,  as  to  whom  the 
indictment  was  dismissed  March  21,  1941.  The  remaining  two  individ- 
ual defendants  were  dismissed  September  29,  1941  and  February  18, 
1943. 

396.  United  States  v.  Fur  Dressers  Factor  Corp.,  Cr.  C-95-926: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  6,  1933,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Fur  Dressers  Factor  Corporation, 
three  unions,  and  certain  of  their  respective  officers  and  representatives, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  in  the  shipping,  dressing,  and  dyeing  of  FUR  SKINS,  by 
dictating  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  and  transportation,  and 
by  enforcing  such  terms  and  conditions  through  violence  and  intimida- 
tion. Prior  to  and  during  the  trial  all  of  the  52  corporate  and  43  individ- 
ual defendants  pleaded  guilty  with  the  exception  of  the  three  unions  and 
ten  individuals,  including  the  two  defendants  who  are  fugitives.  On 
December  16,  1937,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  all  but 
two  defendants  who  were  acquitted.  On  January  10  and  17,  1938,  10 
defendants  were  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  terms  ranging  from  2 
to  15  months,  fines  were  imposed  on  28  defendants,  and  the  remaining 
defendants  received  suspended  sentences,  6  of  whom  were  placed  on 
probation  for  a  period  of  3  years.  On  November  8,  1937,  severances 
were  granted  as  to  26  defendants.  On  November  29,  the  indictment  was 
dismissed  as  to  1  defendant.  On  December  16,  1937,  the  jury  returned 
a  verdict  of  guilty  against  9  defendants  and  acquitted  2  others.  Fifty- 
five  defendants  pleaded  guilty,  and  fines  were  imposed  aggregating 
$48,250,  one  defendant  being  given  a  prison  term  of  15  months  in  addi- 
tion to  a  fine,  and  nine  defendants  who  were  not  fined  being  given  prison 
terms  of  from  2  to  10  months.  Sentence  was  suspended  as  to  27  defend- 
ants. The  appeal  of  one  individual  defendant  from  the  order  of  the  court 
denying  his  motion  to  change  his  plea  from  guilty  to  not  guilty  was 
denied  June  20,  1938. 

On  January  24, 1938,  the  9  convicted  defendants  filed  an  application 
for  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  (CCA2).  On  December  19,  1938,  the 
Circuit  Court  affirmed  the  lower  court's  decision  as  to  all  individual 
appellants  and  held  labor  unions  may  be  prosecuted  under  the  Sherman 
Act,  but  reversed  the  judgment  as  to  the  labor  unions  on  the  ground 
that  the  Court's  charge  excluded  the  issue  whether  the  unions  had 
authorized  or  ratified  acts  of  their  officers.  (Sub.  nom.  United  States 
V.  International  Fur  Workers  Union  of  United  States  and  Canada,  100 
F.  2d  541.)  The  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari,  March  27,  1939 
(306  U.  S.  653)  which  had  been  sought  by  the  government  to  review 
reversal  of  conviction  of  unions  and  also  by  individual  defendants 
whose  conviction  had  been  affirmed. 

On  January  12,  1940,  the  remaining  defendant  Buchalter  pleaded 
guilty  and  was  sentenced  to  one  year  on  each  of  four  counts  to  run 
concurrently  with  each  other  but  consecutively  after  the  expiration  of 
the  sentence  in  case  No.  394. 

397.  United  States  v.  United  Sea  Food  Workers  Union,  Cr.  96-90 : 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  5,  1934,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  United  Sea  Food  Workers 
Union,  a  teamsters'  union,  a  patrol  association,  and  their  respective 
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cf^.^ff '  ^i"^""^?^  ^^^*  *^^  defendants  had  conspired  to  restrain  inter- 
fii!!!,i  f  •^?'^  commerce  in  salt  water  FISH  by  imposing  various 
o  TrhTrh'''"'  "^r"  the  loading,  handling,  trucking,  and^  delivery 
of  such  fish,  by  exactmg  tribute  from  wholesalers,  retailers,  hotel  pur- 
ThT/tc  fi^'^^f  P^'^^4?^  engaged  in  trucking  fish,  and  by  intimidation. 
tf?  \  u  T^^'^'fl'  7^"  in^lictment  was  dismissed  as  fo  two  defend- 
r  t,^  u  .•  ^  ^l""^  ^^^^f^  ^^^  *"^^'  w^i<^h  commenced  March  7,  1938 
at  which  time  the  remaining  defendants  changed  their  pleas  from  not 
guilty  to  guilty.  On  March  18,  1938,  3  defendants  were  sentenced  from 
L^.cfr  "  «^'^"^''"'  ?  "^^""^  ^^^"  suspended  sentences,  and  fines 
(IS  No  38^  )  "^^""^  imposed  against  the  remaining  7  defendants. 

imH^^/fi;.  ^^^"""^  ^T? ""'  I^kwood  &  Winant,  Cr.  96-89 :  Indictment 
y^  n  M  ^\^™^"  Act  returned  February  5, 1934,  in  the  District  Court 
^  u  T  •    1*     ^^1  ^S^^^^st  Lockwood  &  Winant  and  others  engaged  in  the 

ron^Lirei'tn"^'  T'"'  ^'^  ^"^^"^^^'  ^^^^^^"^  '^^'  '^^  defendants  had 
te3  .nH  o  '^^•'^- '"  interstate  commerce  in  FISH  by  fixing  the  prices, 
^l^Llu  ^T^^^^^!]^  "P?"  which  fish  were  received  on  consignment  by 
wholesalers  from  the  shippers,  and  by  imposing  illegal  charges  upon 
afto^hr^rH  ?^^^^^"^ber  16,  1935,  the  indiftment  was  dlsmb^seS 
as  to  three  defendants,  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere, and  on  April  24, 1936,  fines  aggregating  $12,000  were  imposed. 

Sherm!;  ^.f^^^  ^^^a%''C  ^^^^^jj^'  ^r.  6048:  Indictment  under  the 
PennT  ^"  •  '!\T^?  February  28,  1934,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
interstate  MOT^^^  "^^'^^?^  ^  conspiracy  to  restrain 

EdPlnh^  K  7^y^-^^^^  between  the  cities  of  New  York  and 
ch^nHul^  o^i^  intimidation,  violence,  and  the  destruction  of  mer- 
^W  th.  H  f  ^^""T^^"'"^  ^'"^^  ^^"^^^  t^  ^"ter  into  agreements 
York^pin  Pvf"^  f  u'  ^^??P^^^^  ^?"trol  over  trucking  between  New 
thJrrZf  Philadelphia.    On  October  17,  1934,  the  District  Court,  at 

Itr^ZTs^i^^^  '  ^^'''^'  ^'  -^  ^^^y  -  ^^  ^" 

unA^u  H'"**^^*?**^- Kansas  City  Ice  Co.,  Equity  2536:  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  5, 1934,  in  the  Diltrict  Court  (W.  D 

Sel,  !^;^'-  '^"^  ^"l^'  ^^y  ^"  Company  (a  holding  company)  and 
H2eTn;erif^/"^  ^  combmation  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopo- 

restricSnV"'""'" -^  •"  ^^^  '^'*'''"  ^^'^  S^^^t^"-  Kansas  City  area  by 
tfon  ^f  u  °PP'"«ssive  contracts,  by  discrimination,  and  by  elimina- 
samP  i  ^^  ^^"  ",7?  stations.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  the 
same  day  against  all  but  two  corporate  and  two  individual  defendants 

Sn  cancelf;'"'!"?"^  '""'"'""^  '^f  f"^''^'-  °P«^^ti«"  ^^  ^^e  combTna: 
of  the  K.nl  "■;  ^'" '=°"t'-a<:ts  and  leases,  and  ordered  the  dissolution 
mem^  ^'i^  ^"  Company.   On  November  26,  1934,  a  supple- 

wWch  the?'"*  '^T'T.^^^  ""'""'^'  «=^"<=«»"&  "rtain  contracfs^to 
rion  as  to  fh."^"!;- *-/1^"**/"*f  ^^'^  P^'**"  ^"^  dismissing  the  peti- 

Eq  78!347V'"p*l?***"  r-  Dress  Creators  League  of  America,  Inc. 
in  tl,-  rv  :  .P«*'*"°"  ""'^^''  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  13  1934 
'n  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Dresf  Creators  of 
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America  and  its  members,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
restrain  interstate  commerce  in  DRESSES  by  agreeing  to  maintain 
uniform  prices.  An  order  of  discontinuance  of  the  case  was  entered 
May  22,  1941,  on  stipulation  of  the  parties. 

402.  United  States  v.  Party  Dress  Guild,  Inc.,  Eq.  78-349 :  Peti- 
tion under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  13,  1934,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Party  Dress  Guild,  Inc.,  and  its  members, 
alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce 
in  DRESSES  by  agreeing  to  maintain  uniform  prices.  On  January  27, 
1940,  a  final  decree  and  judgment  was  entered,  granting  a  permanent 
injunction  against  the  Party  Dress  Guild,  Inc.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  1932  Supp.  If  7260)  and  on  February  14,  1940  all  indi- 
vidual defendants  were  dismissed  on  stipulation  of  the  parties. 

403.  United  States  v.  Half-Size  Dress  Guild,  Inc.,  Eq.  78-348: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  13,  1934,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Half-Size  Dress  Guild,  Inc.,  and  its 
members,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  in  DRESSES  by  agreeing  to  maintain  uniform  prices.  On 
January  27,  1940,  a  final  decree  and  judgment  was  entered,  granting 
a  permanent  injunction  against  the  Half-Size  Dress  Guild,  Inc.  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Ct.  Dec.  1932  Supp.  If  7260)  and  on  February 
14,  1940,  an  order  of  discontinuance  was  entered  as  to  all  individual 
defendants  on  stipulation  of  the  parties. 

404.  United  States  v.  American  Society  of  Composers,  Authors  & 
Publishers,  Eq.  78-388:  Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August 
30,  1934,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American 
Society  of  Composers,  Authors  &  Publishers,  the  Music  Publishers 
Protective  Association,  the  Music  Dealers  Service,  Inc.,  and  their 
members,  alleging  that  the  defendants,  by  pooling  individual  copy- 
rights, were  attempting  to  restrain,  monopolize,  and  control  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  in  the  public  performance  of  MUSIC  for  profit 
by  RADIO  BROADCASTING  and  in  other  entertainment  industries. 
On  June  11,  1935,  the  petition  was  dismissed  as  to  Music  Dealers 
Service,  Inc.,  and  on  June  19,  1935,  by  consent  of  the  parties.  On 
March  3,  1941,  the  Court  entered  an  order  of  discontinuance  of  the 
case,  without  prejudice. 

405.  United  States  v.  McGlone,  Or.  6194:  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  September  5,  1934,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
Penn.)  against  McGlone  and  others,  charging  that  the  defendants  had  con- 
spired to  restrain  interstate  MOTOR  TRUCKING  between  the  cities 
of  New  York  and  Philadelphia  by  intimidation,  violence,  destruction 
of  merchandise,  and  by  compelling  truck  owners  to  enter  into  agree- 
ments giving  the  defendants  complete  control  over  trucking  between 
New  York  and  Philadelphia.  On  April  30,  1939  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  as  to  all  defendants. 

406.  United  States  v.  Warner  Bros.  Pictures,  Inc.,  Cr.  18744: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  11,  1935,  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  Warner  Bros.  Pictures,  Inc.  and 
other  motion  picture  producers,  charging  that  the  defendants  had 
conspired  to  restrain  interstate  trade  in  MOTION  PICTURES  by 
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preventmg  the  operators  of  three  first-class  theatres  from  obtaining 
f»,t;r^  K^  ^  Pictures,  and  by  engaging  in  unfair  competition  to  destroy 
nf  not  rnr''\^n  ^^^^'"b^^  11>  1935,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict 
of  not  guilty  as  to  all  but  one  of  the  defendants,  as  to  whom  a  severance 

tl^uf/frH"'^  f"^.Q"  1^^^  ^\P^^'  ^^^  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to 
this  defendant.    (See  Nos.  411  and  413.) 

407.  United  States  v.  Republic  Steel  Corp.,  Civil  5152:  Petition 
?M  n  'J^t9^^'^."  ^^'  ^t"^  February  7,  193<in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  Ohio)  against  the  Republic  Steel  Corporation  and  the  Corriga" 
McKinney  STEEL  Corporation  and  its  subsidiaries,  alleging  thf t  a 
proposed  merger  of  these  companies  would  substantially  lessen  com- 
petition  in  violation  of  Section  7  of  the  Act.  On  May  2  1935  the 
District  Court  declared  the  proposed  merger  legal  (11  F  Sudd  n7^ 
and  on  June  14,  1935,  a  decree  was  entered  dismis^sing  the  pethFo^n.       ^ 

,u    n^^' .  ^^^^^n}^}^l  ^-  ^^'  ^'  Mather,  Civil  5153 :  Petition  under 

OhJo^^  ?'''"  tZ  ^  u'^  ^^^^"^^y  7'  ^^^5'  i"  the  District  Court  (Nd' 
Ohio)  against  Mather,  six  other  individuals,  and  ten  competing  steel 

TJrfTT^'  ?"!^^"^  '^^'  "^"^  individual  defendant  held  interlocking 
tnnn/t?.'  '"q"^?  "JT  T'^  ''i}^''  ^^"^  corporate  defendants  in  viola- 
tion of  Section  8  of  the  Act.  On  December  2,  1935,  the  petition  was 
amended  and  motions  to  dismiss  the  petition  were  graL^d  as  to  five 
defendants  and  denied  as  to  three  defendants.  On  February  1 1  1936 
following  the  resignation  of  most  of  the  interlocking  directors  rom 
one  or  more  boards  of  directors,  a  decree  was  entered  d  sSng  th^ 
petition  without  prejudice.  la^ing  mc 

p  .'t^^'    ^j^^*^^  States  V.  Columbia  Gas  &  Electric  Corp..  Eq   1099- 

r9TrnXDu/-^r^'T?^  ^'^y'^-  Act  fiTed  MVch  6; 

1935  in  the  District  Court  (Dela.)  against  the  Columbia  Gas  &  Electric 

SreK'^'ril.l-'  ^^^"'"^^^.  ^'^  ^  ^^^^^^"^  Corporation,  and  their 
S-rURAf  r^^^^^  ^  TT^ll^'^y  ^^  r^^'^^^"  interstate  commerce  in 
f«^  k  /  r^A^V.^"^  further  alleging  the  acquisition  of  the  stock 
and  bonds  of  the  Pan  Handle  Eastern  Pipe  Line  Company,  a  pubHc 
S  bv  tTf  "^  '"^  '^'  production,  transportation,  and  sale ^of  natural 
fht^^   ^  }^^  corporate  defendants,  substantially  lessening  compe- 

uppVmert^^^^^^^^       ^''''I'l  I  °^  'k""  ^^^y'^^  Act."^  An  amended  and 
wa^s  enT.^^^^^^^  "^^lo^^^i^."  ^"^^^^'*  ^0'  19^5.    A  consent  decree 

lion  of  th.  r!^  J^""^'^  ^'  ^?^^'  perpetually  enjoining  the  continua- 
themcii  ^o^spiracy,  requiring  the  Columbia  interests  to  divest 

Comno  '''''  ^f,  their  securities  in  the  Pan  Handle  Eastern  Pipe  Une 
JesTc2&  TrtfT'T/  "^'"^'^^  '^  ^^^^  1^^^^  '^'^^  to  such^securi! 
On  jSriQ  A"^^^^^^^  '^""'''  ^''  ^"".-  ^"PP-  1932-1937,  If  7428). 
Den«;a?:^       r  .u      '  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^  amended  with  regard  to  the  com- 

Ka  ch  ^^  ^rT^'^H  ^  ^"PPl^-/"t^l  -^n^ent  defree  was  entered 
n  March  ^,  1943.  The  decree  provides  for  complete  divestiture  bv  thi* 
defendant  corporations  of  all  securities  of  PanhLdle  Eastern  P^^^^^ 
securittc  Tr "^  ^"  '^"  defendants  from  owning  or  controllinrany 

inSe'den   aclLn'i^'tr/ '"h  '?"  T'''^''^  ^^^^^  — ^  -^^^^t^ 
gas.  rrAnril     (S^  .        production,  transportation  and  sale  of  natural 

the  exch.rfil '  l^'^^l  order  was  filed  amending  the  decree  to  permit 
^e^exchange  of  stock  by  one  defendant  and  corporations  affiliated  wTth 
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410.  United  States  v.  Guy  H.  Hulse,  Cr.  18895:  Information 
filed  on  April  5,  1935,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  Hulse 
and  14  others,  charging  criminal  contempt  of  court  in  violating  the 
decree  entered  in  United  States  v.  National  Retail  Credit  Asfn,  case  No. 
390.  Ten  defendants  pleaded  guilty  on  May  6,  1936,  fines  aggregating 
$4,000  were  imposed,  and  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  the  remaining 
defendants. 

411.  United  States  v.  Warner  Bros.  Pictures,  Inc.,  Civil  11516: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  6,  1935,  in  the  District 
Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  Warner  Bros.  Pictures,  Inc.,  and  other 
motion  picture  producers,  alleging  a  continuation  of  the  acts  charged 
in  the  indictment  returned  January  11,  1935  (see  case  No.  406),  and 
further  alleging  the  making  of  contracts  for  MOTION  PICTURES 
for  the  1935-1936  season  which  would  prevent  the  operators  of  the 
theatres  involved  from  procuring  pictures.  On  January  27,  1936,  the 
defendants'  motion  to  strike  certain  testimony  was  granted  (13  F. 
Supp.  614).  By  a  decree  entered  on  January  29, 1936,  the  court  granted 
the  government's  motion  to  withdraw  its  petition  without  prejudice. 
On  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court  on  May  25,  1936,  in  a  per  curiam 
opinion,  granted  the  government's  motion  to  affirm  the  decree  of 
the  District  Court  (298  U.  S.  643).    (See  case  No.  413.) 

412.  United  States  v.  Local  No.  202  of  the  Int*l  Brotherhood  of 
Teamsters,  etc.,  Cr.  97-487:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  re- 
turned January  16,  1936,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
Local  No.  202  of  the  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  etc., 
seven  of  its  officers,  certain  TRUCKING  concerns,  and  others,  charg- 
ing a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  in  BUTTER,  EGGS,  and  other  DAIRY  PRODUCTS,  by 
dictating  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  and  transportation,  by  enforcing 
such  terms  and  conditions  through  coercion  and  intimidation,  and  by 
levying  unwarranted  fees  and  charges  upon  shipments  received.  On 
April  1,  1942,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all  defendants. 

413.  United  States  v.  Warner  Bros.  Pictures,  Inc.,  Eq.  82-206: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  25,  1936,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Warner  Brothers  Pictures,  Inc.  and  other 
MOTION  PICTURE  producers,  the  case  constituting  a  reopening  of 
the  suit  formerly  filed  at  St.  Louis,  case  No.  411.  On  the  filing  of  a 
stipulation  between  the  parties,  which  provided  for  the  execution  and 
enforcement  of  contracts  whereby  the  operators  of  the  theatres  in- 
volved were  able  to  procure  pictures,  a  consent  decree  was  entered 
on  April  30,  1936,  dismissing  the  case. 

414.  United  States  v.  Textile  Refinishers  Ass'n,  Inc.,  Eq.  83-26: 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  1,  1936,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Textile  Refinishers  Association,  Inc.,  and 
its  members,  and  two  unions  and  their  members,  all  engaged  in  the 
business  of  examining  and  sponging  cloth,  alleging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  CLOTH 
by  fixing  prices,  by  allocating  business  among  the  various  members  of 
the  Association,  and  by  otherwise  eliminating  competition.  Pursuant 
to  a  stipulation  filed  with  the  court,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  on 
the  same  day  perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  com- 
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11  /  tjj  J . 

415.  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (Indiana),  Cr.  11296: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July  28,  1936,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (W.  D.  Wis.)  against  the  Standard  Oil  Company  (Indiana), 
23  other  major  oil  companies,  three  trade  journal  publishing  companies, 
and  58  individuals,  charging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  and 
conspired  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  GASOLINE,  by  using 
concerted  buying  pools  to  raise  artificially  and  to  fix  tank  car  prices  for 
gasoline  manufactured  in  the  Mid-Continent  and  East  Texas  fields  and 
distnbuted  mainly  in  10  mid-western  states  during  the  period  between 
February  1935  and  the  date  of  the  indictment.  On  December  7,  1936, 
pleas  in  abatement  alleging  irregularities  in  the  drawing  of  the  grand 
jury  were  filed.  (Because  of  these  pleas,  a  new  indictment  was  returned 
on  December  22,  1936.    See  No.  419). 

in^T^^^'"*^^^^^  ^^^^  entered  as  to  all  defendants  at  various  dates  in 
1937  to  1940.  On  June  2,  1941,  two  orders  were  entered  vacating  the 
dismissals  and  reinstating  the  indictment  as  to  two  corporations  and 
one  individual.  On  the  same  date  these  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  were  fined  a  total  amount  of  $14,500. 

416.  United  States  V.  Socony- Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  11342: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  6  1936  in  the 
District  Court  (W.  D.  Wis.)  against  the  Socony- Vacuum  Oil  Company, 
i^4  other  major  oil  companies,  and  46  individuals,  charging  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  GASOLINE  in 
10  mid-western  states  by  fixing  and  maintaining  the  limited  gross  mar- 
gins allowed  to  gasoline  jobbers,  by  adopting  and  maintaining  uniform 
jobber  contracts  and  by  adopting  and  maintaining  uniform  policies 
with  respect  to  dealing  with  jobbers.  On  December  7,  1936,  pleas  in 
abatement  alleging  irregularities  in  the  drawing  of  the  grand  jury  were 

i  ^^^^St^^  ^^^^^  P^^^^'  ^  "^w  indictment  was  returned  on  De- 
cember 22,  1936,  see  case  No.  420.)  On  January  14,  1937,  the  court 
overruled  the  pleas  in  abatement. 

T  ^jsmissals  were  entered  as  to  all  defendants  at  various  dates  from 
June,  1937,  to  January,  1941,  in  view  of  the  pleas  entered  in  Case  No. 

417.    United  States  v.  Gramlich,  Cr.  3761:    Indictment  in  two 
counts  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  8.  1936  in  the  ni<5 
tnct  Court,  (S.  D.  111.),  against  Gramlich  and  40  others,  cha^ging^a  con- 

RTfT%n  A^nT^'"  ^'?^'  '''  ??^^  .^"^  °^^^^  commodities  by  bSmbing 
KAILROADS  carrying  coal  for  mines  not  employing  members  of  the 
Progressive  Miners  of  America.  Two  additional  indictments  were  re- 
turned the  same  day  charging  the  same  defendants  with  consoiracies  to 

Act  On  Mav  2^ ^0.^7  T""^  ^*  ^"1  '}'  Obstruction  VTheMaUs 
Act    On  May  21   1937,  the  court  overruled  motions  to  quash  the  indict- 

5;  nf  ^u'^V:  '^'i  ^*5"""^"  t^^-  ^^  ^-  S"PP-  422.  On  December  18  1937 
36  of  the  41  defendants  who  were  tried  under  the  Sherman  Act  and  the 

Obstrucfon  of  the  Mails  Act  indictments  were  found  guilty  Four 
defendants  obtamed  dismissals  of  the  indictment  upon  motions  for  I 
d.rected  verd.ct,  and  the  remaining  defendant  obtained  a  mstrial  be- 
cause of  an  alleged  heart  attack  during  the  trial.  On  December^  1937 
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the  court  denied  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  as  to  all  of  the  36  defendants. 
On  December  28,  1937,  each  of  the  36  defendants  was  fined  $20,000  and 
each  was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  a  term  of  four  years.  On  De- 
cember 29,  1937,  the  defendants  were  allowed  an  appeal  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals,  Seventh  Circuit.  On  May  10, 1939,  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals  vacated  the  fine  in  the  Sherman  Act  case,  and  ordered  one 
year  jail  sentences  on  each  of  two  counts  to  run  concurrently  with 
those  imposed  in  the  indictments  under  the  other  Acts,  supra.  The 
Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari  May  1,  1939. 

In  the  Anti-Racketeering  Act  case  defendants  were  sentenced  to 
2  years  in  the  penitentiary  and  a  $10,000  fine.  One  defendant  was  nolle 
prossed  August  12, 1940.  On  March  30,  1942,  a  Presidential  pardon  re- 
mitted the  unpaid  balance  due  on  the  fines  of  each  of  36  defendants. 

418.  United  States  v.  Interstate  Circuit,  Inc.,  Eq.  3736-992:  Pe- 
tition under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  15,  1936,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  Tex.)  against  Interstate  Circuit,  Inc.,  another  theatre  chain, 
two  officers  of  the  chains,  eight  major  motion  picture  distributors  and 
two  subsidiaries  thereof,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  re- 
strain and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  MOTION  PICTURES 
by  entering  into  licensing  agreements  which  provided  minimum  admis- 
sion prices  for  second  and  subsequent  run  pictures  and  by  prohibiting 
the  use  of  such  pictures  as  a  part  of  any  double-feature  projg^ram.  On 
May  7, 1937,  an  amended  petition  was  filed.  On  September  25, 1937,  the 
District  Court  held  that  the  distributor  and  exhibitor  defendants  were 
engaged  in  an  illegal  combination  and  conspiracy  and  that  the  restric- 
tions imposed  by  the  distributors,  acting  in  concert  and  as  a  result  of 
the  conspiracy,  upon  the  exhibitors  of  subsequent-run  pictures  were 
illegal  (20  F.  Supp.  868).  On  October  13,  193/,  a  decree  was  entered 
perpetually  enjoining  the  further  operation  of  the  combination  and  con- 
spiracy and  the  enforcement  of  the  restrictive  provisions  of  the  license 
agreements.  On  appeal  from  this  decree,  the  Supreme  Court  on  April 
25,  1938,  in  a  per  curiam  opinion,  without  passing  upon  the  merits  of 
the  questions  raised  by  the  appeal,  set  aside  the  decree  and  remanded 
the  cause  to  the  District  Court  because  of  its  failure  to  state  its  findings 
of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  as  required  by  Equity  Rule  70J^  (304 
U.  S.  55).  The  District  Court  then  made  separate  findings  of  fact  and 
stated  its  conclusions  of  law,  and  also  entered  a  decree  on  June  9,  1938 
enjoining  defendants  from  continuing  the  combination,  conspiracy  or 
agreement  found  to  exist,  and  from  entering  into  any  similar  illegal 
conspiracy. 

On  February  13,  1939,  the  Supreme  Court  rendered  an  opinion 
affirming  the  decree  of  the  District  Court  (306  U.  S.  208). 

419.  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (Indiana),  Cr.  11365:  In- 
dictment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  22,  1936,  in  the 
District  Court  (W.  D.  Wis.)  against  the  Standard  Oil  Company  (In- 
diana), 24  other  major  oil  companies,  three  trade  journal  publishing 
companies,  and  56  individuals,  charging  that  the  defendants  had  com- 
bined and  conspired  to  restraint  interstate  commerce  in  GASOLINE 
by  using  concerted  buying  pools  to  raise  and  to  fix  artificially  tank 
car  prices  for  gasoline  manufactured  in  the  Mid-Continent  and  East 
Texas  fields  and  distributed  mainly  in  10  mid-western  states  during  the 
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period  between  February  1935  and  the  date  of  the  indictment.  (See 
case  No.  415.)  One  corporation  was  dismissed  before  the  trial  which 
started  October  4,  1937,  against  26  corporations  and  46  individuals. 
Dunng  the  trial,  the  Government  dismissed  7  corporations  and  1  indi- 
vidual, and  3  corporations  and  15  individuals  were  dismissed  by  order 
of  the  Court.  On  January  22,  1938,  16  corporations  and  30  individuals 
were  convicted  (23  F.  Supp.  937). 

On  July  19,  1938,  two  orders  were  entered  granting  dismissals  not- 
withstanding the  verdict  as  to  1  corporation  and  10  individuals  (24  F. 
Supp.  575).* 

A  new  trial  was  granted  July  19,  1938  as  to  3  corporations  and  15 
individuals.  On  July  27,  1939,  the  Circuit  Court  (C.  C.  A.  7)  reversed 
the  judgment  of  conviction  (sub  nom.  United  States  v.  Socony-Vacuum 
Oxl  Co.,  Inc.,  105  F.  (2d)  809)  but  the  Supreme  Court  in  an  opinion  by 
Justice  Douglas  dated  May  6,  1940,  reversed  the  Circuit  Court  and  sus- 
tained the  conviction  of  12  corporations  and  5  individuals  (sub  nom 
y.^'a^Ico^^^ ^'  ^^^ony-Vacuum  OH  Co.,  Inc.,  310  U.  S.  150,  reh.  den.  310 
U.  S.  658),  fines  being  imposed  on  these  defendants  of  $65,000.  At 
various  dates  during  1939  to  1941,  one  corporation  and  10  individuals  en- 
tered pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  and  were  fined  $40,500,  making  the  total 
fines  imposed  in  the  case  $105,500.  Dismissals  were  entered  on  motion 
of  the  government  at  various  dates  during  1938  to  1941  as  to  the  re- 
maining 2  corporations  and  15  individuals. 

420.  United  States  v.  Socony-Vacuum  Oil  Company,  Inc.,  Cr. 
11364 :  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  22  1936 
m  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wis.)  against  the  Socony-Vacuum  Oil 
Company,  22  other  major  oil  companies,  and  46  individuals,  charging 
%  A  c'J^T  TxJl?".  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in 
UAbOLINE  m  10  mid-western  states  by  fixing  and  maintaining 
limited  gross  margins  allowed  to  gasoline  jobbers,  by  adopting  and 
maintaining  uniform  jobber  contracts,  and  by  adopting  and  maintain- 
x?^  ^?i  s"""^  policies  with  regard  to  dealing  with  jobbers.  (See  case 
No.  416.)  On  various  dates  from  June,  1938,  to  January  15,  1941  the 
indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  4  corporations  and  30  individuals /and 
ly  corporations  and  16  individuals  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  total  fines 
being  imposed  of  $437,500  plus  $25,000  costs. 

421.  United  States  v.  McGlone,  Cr.  7291 :  Indictment  under  the 
^Herman  Act  returned  February  11,  1937,  in  the  District  Court  (E  D 
^enn.)  against  McGlone  and  Romm,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  by  interfering  with  the  business  of  a  TRUCKING 
company  and  by  threatening  to  prevent  the  operation  of  its  trucks  unless 
xf  /iy"^     t^  company  complied  with  certain  requirements  imposed  bv 

H.^i  k'^k'"'  \''^IT%\  '"^"t^^^  «^  the  Teamsters'  Union,  or  paid  substan- 
tial bribes  to  McGlone  through  Romm,  an  attorney.  On  April  14  1937 
the  court  directed  a  verdict  of  acquital  on  count  1  as  to  both  defend- 


The  Government  petitioned  for  an  order 
Jo  show  cause  why  mandamus  should  not 
issue  to  vacate  the  order  of  dismissal  as 
to  the  u  defendanU.  In  an  opinion  dated 
February  15,  i939,  the  Circuit  Court 
♦ul  ^'  ^^  denied  the  Government's  pe- 
tition for  mandamus  (sub  nom.  Ex  Parte 
united  States.  lOl  F  (2d)  870.)  Petition  for 


oerUorarl  was  granted  by  the  Supreme 
court,  and  on  November  22,  1939  the  Judg- 
ment was  affirmed  by  an  equally  divided 
court.  (Sub  nom.  U.  S.  v.  Stone.  308.  U.  S. 
519.)  A  petition  for  rehearing  before  a  full 
bench  was  withdrawn  by  the  Government 
January  30.  1940. 
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ants  On  the  same  day  an  indictment  was  returned  by  the  same 
grand  jury  charging  the  same  defendants  with  conspiracy  to  extort 
money  from  the  trucking  company  in  violation  of  the  Anti-Racketeer- 
ing Act.  On  April  21,  1937,  a  demurrer  by  McGlone  to  the  govern- 
ment s  evidence  was  sustained,  (19  F.  Supp.  285)  and  two  days  later 
defendant  Romm  was  found  guilty  on  count  3,  not  guilty  on  count  2  by 
a  directed  verdict.  On  June  21,  1937,  the  court  denied  the  government's 
motion  for  a  new  trial  as  to  McGlone.  On  December  7,  1937,  the  Court 
granted  a  new  trial  for  Emanuel  Romm,  which  was  held  in  April,  1940, 
a  directed  verdict  of  not  guilty  being  returned  April  25,  1940. 

422.  United  States  v.  Ethyl  Gasoline  Corporation,  Eq.  84-321 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  19,  1937,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Ethyl  Gasoline  Corporation  and  cer- 
tain  of  Its  principal  officers,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
restrain  interstate  commerce  in  GASOLINE  through  the  misuse  of 
?nio"^^  ^y  means  of  an  illegal  licensing  system.  Trial  started  June  16, 
1938,  upon  a  stipulated  statement  of  facts,  and  on  May  20,  1939,  the 
/o?^^  rendered  an  opinion  holding  the  jobber  licensing  contracts  void. 
(27  F.  Supp.  959.)  A  decree  was  entered  by  the  District  Court  August 
14,  1939.  This  was  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court  March  25  1940 
(309U.  S.  436). 

423.  United  States  v.  Aluminum  Company  of  America,  Eq.  85-73 : 
Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  23,  1937,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Aluminum  Company  of  America,  25  of  its 
subsidiary  and  affiliated  companies,  and  37  of  its  officers,  directors  and 
stockholders,  alleging  a  monopoly  of  the  manufacture  of  virgin  ALUMI- 
NUM in  the  United  States  and  of  the  sale  in  the  United  States  of  aluminum 
sheets,  aluminum  alloys,  extruded  and  structural  shapes,  wires,  cables, 
bars,  rods,  tubes,  etc.,  and  further  alleging  that  the  monopoly  has  been 
preserved  and  protected  by  the  purchase  of  plants  abroad  and  by  cartel 
agreements  with  foreign  producers,  and  that  the  monopoly  was  ac- 
quired by  restrictive  contracts  and  oppressive  tactics,  including  dis- 
criminatory prices  and  the  narrowing  of  the  spread  between  the  price 
of  virgin  ingot  and  aluminum  sheet  to  eliminate  new  competitors.  On 
July  16,  1937,  the  District  Court  held  that  the  defendant  Aluminium 
Limited,  a  Canadian  corporation,  was  subject  to  process  in  the  United 
States  within  the  meaning  of  Section  12  of  the  Clayton  Act,  and  dis- 
missed its  motion  to  quash  service  of  process  on  it  (20  F.  Supp.  13). 

Trial  commenced  June  1,  1938  and  extended  to  August  14,  1940. 
The  Court's  rulings  on  various  motions  during  the  course  of  the  trial 
are  reported  in  26  F.  Supp.  711  (January  6,  1939) ;  1  F.  R.  D.  48  (Nov. 
28,  1938) ;  1  F.  R.  D.  57  (Feb.  8,  1939) ;  27  F.  Supp.  820  (Mar.  15. 
1939) ;  1  F.  R.  D.  62  (April  3,  1939) ;  1  F.  R.  D.  1  (Nov.  1,  1939) :  1 
F.  R.  D.  71  (Dec.  3, 1939) ;  35  F.  Supp.  820  (Nov.  15, 1940) ;  and  on  Dec. 
17,  1941  (2  F.  R.  D.  224)  plaintiff's  motion  was  denied  for  an  order 
designating  the  oral  opinion  of  the  Court  as  findings  of  fact  and  con- 
clusions of  law,  in  conformity  with  Rule  52  F.  R.  C.  P.  On  July  23, 
1942,  the  Court  entered  an  opinion  (44  F.  Supp.  97)  holding  the  de- 
fendants not  guilty  and  ordering  the  petition  dismissed. 

Since  the  Supreme  Court  was  unable  to  obtain  a  quorum  to  sit  on 
the  appeal,  (320  U.  S.  708)  the  case  was  certified  to  the  Circuit  Court 


of  Appeals  (C.  C.  A.  2)  on  June  12,  1944  (322  U.  S.  716)  which  re- 
versed the  decision  of  the  lower  court  and  held  that  the  Aluminium 
Company  was  an  illegal  monopoly  at  time  of  trial,  that  the  company 
had  monopolized  the  aluminum  sheet  market  and  squeezed  independ- 
ents out  of  the  fabricating  business,  and  that  defendant  Aluminum, 
Limited,  a  Canadian  subsidiary,  had  entered  into  agreements  with 
European  aluminum  producers  which  affected  imports  into  the  United 
States.  The  Court  directed  the  trial  court  to  enter  a  decree  granting 
relief  against  the  monopolization  and  restraints  of  trade,  including 
dissolution  unless  the  disposal  of  Government-owned  aluminum  plants 
created  substantial  competition  in  the  industry.  (March  12,  1945.) 
(148  F.  (2d)  416.)  On  April  23,  1946,  the  District  Court  entered  two 
judgments  in  accordance  with  the  Circuit  Court's  mandate. 

On  March  31,  1947,  a  petition  was  filed  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.,  N.  Y.)  asking,  pursuant  to  paragraph  12  of  the  judgment 
dated  April  23,  1946,  that  a  final  judgment  be  entered  adjudicating 
that  the  Aluminum  Company  of  America  no  longer  has  a  monopoly  of 
the  aluminum  ingot  market  of  the  United  States  and  that,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  termination  of  such  monopoly,  competitive  conditions 
have  been  restored  in  the  aluminum  industry.  The  Government's  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  the  petition  was  denied  on  May  28, 1947  (CCH  1946-1947 
Trade  Cases  If  57,572).  On  September  11,  1947,  the  Government  filed  a 
petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  in  the  C.  C.  A.  2nd  to  require  dismissal 
of  Alcoa's  petition.  On  October  28,  1947,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
(C.  C.  A.  2)  denied  the  Government's  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus 
(164  F.  (2d)  159,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  "^  S7 ,(A2)  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  without  authority  to  issue  the  writ  as  its  jurisdiction  had 
come  to  an  end.  On  January  13,  1947,  the  Government  filed  a  motion 
for  leave  to  file  a  writ  of  mandamus  with  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court.  On  March  8,  1948,  the  Government  filed  a  petition  for  a  writ 
of  certiorari  to  have  the  Supreme  Court  determine  whether  the  C.  C.  A. 
2nd  is  without  jurisdiction  to  issue  the  writ  of  mandamus  herein  sought 
to  compel  execution  of  the  mandate  of  the  C.  C.  A.,  or  that  the  juris- 
diction is  in  the  Supreme  Court.  On  May  24,  1948,  the  Supreme  Court 
reversed  the  C.  C.  A.  2nd  and  held  the  jurisdiction  to  compel  obedience 
to  the  mandate  lies  with  the  C.  C.  A.  2nd  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Re- 
ports, Supp.  1948-1951,  1162,256).  The  petition  of  the  United  States 
for  divestiture  and  other  relief  was  filed  on  September  24,  1948.  On 
December  1,  1948,  the  Court  of  Appeals  (C.  A.  2)  denied  the  Gk)vern- 
ment's  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Re- 
ports, Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,336.) 

424.  United  States  v.  Ox  Fibre  Brush  Co.,  Eq.  85-237 :  Petition 
under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  30,  1937,  in  the  District  Court, 
(S.  p.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Ox  Fibre  Brush  Company  and  20  others, 
alleging  that  the  defendants  had  combined  to  restrain  trade  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  household  and  industrial  BRUSHES  by  fixing 
and  maintaining  minimum  prices,  by  allotting  customers,  by  agreeing 
upon  the  specifications  and  construction  of  brushes,  and  by  employing 
an  agent  to  investigate  breaches  of  and  to  compel  conformance  to  the 
agreements.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  the  same  day  perpetually 
enjoining  the  combination.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  If  25,063.)  / 
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425.  United  States  v.  Daiiymen's  Association,  Ltd.,  Cr.  8989: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  August  27,  1937,  in  the 
District  Court  (Hawaii)  against  the  Dairymen's  Association,  Ltd.,  two 
other  corporations,  and  seven  individuals,  controlling  85  per  cent  of 
the  business  of  producing,  distributing,  and  selling  milk  at  wholesale 
and  retail  in  the  city  and  county  of  Honolulu,  Hawaii,  charging  a 
combination,  conspiracy,  and  agreement  to  restrain  trade  by  fixing, 
controlling,  and  maintaining  prices;  by  operating  a  dairy  which  sold 
MILK  at  low  prices  in  order  to  eliminate  competition;  and  by  other 
unfair  and  coercive  means.  On  October  5,  1937,  demurrers  to  the  in- 
dictment were  sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  indictment  was  in- 
definite, uncertain,  and  duplicitous  and  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  all 
but  one  of  the  defendants  upon  whom  process  had  not  been  served. 
A  new  indictment  was  returned  on  October  8,  1937,  and  nolle  prosequi 
was  entered  December  20,  1937  as  to  the  remaining  defendant.  (See 
No.  426.)  .  . 

426.  United  States  v.  Dairymen's  Association,  Ltd.,  Cr.  9008: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  8,  1937,  in  the 
District  Court  (Hawaii),  against  the  Dairymen's  Association,  Ltd., 
two  other  corporations,  and  seven  individuals,  controlling  85  per  cent 
of  the  business  of  producing,  distributing,  and  selling  milk  at  whole- 
sale and  retail  in  the  city  and  county  of  Honolulu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  commerce  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  Milk  Council  by  fixing,  controlling,  and 
maintaining  prices;  by  operating  a  dairy  which  sold  MILK  at  low 
prices  in  order  to  eliminate  competition;  and  by  other  unfair  and 
coercive  means.  On  December  13,  1937,  all  except  1  defendant  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  and  fines  aggregating  $4,500  were  imposed. 
The  remaining  defendant  was  nolle  prossed  on  motion  of  the  govern- 
ment. 

427.  United  States  v.  Postal  Telegraph  &  Cable  Corp.,  Eq.  86-128 : 

Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  1,  1937,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (S.  p.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Postal  Telegraph  &  Cable  Cor- 
poration, 35  affiliated  operating  companies,  three  principal  officers,  The 
Mackay  Companies  and  three  trustees  in  bankruptcy,  who  handled  20 
per  cent  of  all  TELEGRAPH  business  in  the  United  States,  alleging 
a  combination  and  conspiracy  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  inter- 
state commerce  in  telegraphic  communications  by  entering  into  con- 
tracts and  agreements  with  railroads  and  building  owners  which 
provided  for  the  establishment  of  exclusive  telegraph  offices  in  railroad 
stations,  office  buildings,  hotels,  clubs,  and  other  strategic  locations  to 
which  the  public  had  access;  and  which  provided  for  the  exclusive 
right  to  maintain  telegraph  poles  and  lines  along  railroad  rights-of- 
way.  Certain  parties  were  substituted  as  defendants  on  December  21, 
1940.  On  December  31,  1940,  a  consent  decree  (CCH  Trade  Regula- 
tion Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed.,  Vol.  3,  ^  25,579)  was  entered  granting  a  per- 
petual injunction  against  the  alleged  practices,  the  judgment,  however, 
to  be  suspended  pending  a  decree  in  United  States  v.  Western  Union 
Telegraph  Company,  Case  No.  428. 

428.  United  States  v.  Western  Union  Telegraph  Company,  Eq. 
86-129:    Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  1,  1937,  in  the 


Distnct  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company  and  three  of  its  officers,  who  handled  60  per  cent  of  all 
TELEGRAPH  business  in  the  United  States,  alleging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in 
telegraphic  communications  by  entering  into  contracts  and  agreements 
with  railroads  and  building  owners  which  provided  for  the  establish- 
ment of  exclusive  telegraph  offices  in  railroad  stations,  office  build- 
ings, hotels,  clubs,  and  other  strategic  locations  to  which  the  public 
had  access;  and  which  provided  for  the  exclusive  right  to  maintain 
telegraph  poles  and  lines  along  railroad  rights-of-way.  On  September 
16,  1943,  an  opinion  was  rendered  (53  F.  Supp.  377)  by  the  Court  hold- 
ing that  the  exclusive  contracts  for  the  erection  of  telegraph  lines 
along  railroad  rights-of-way  and  for  establishing  offices  in  railroad 
stations,  hotels,  clubs  and  business  buildings,  were  reasonable  even 
though  they  gave  Western  Union  a  competitive  advantage  over  Postal 
Telegraph.  The  merger  of  the  two  companies  rendered  the  case  moot, 
and  a  judgment  of  dismissal  was  filed  October  4,  1943.  - 

429.  United  States  v.  Hawaii  Brewing  Corp.,  Ltd.,  Cr.  9088: 
Criminal  information  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  24,  1938,  in  the 
District  Court  (D.  Hawaii)  against  four  corporations  engaged  in  the 
manufacture,  distribution,  and  sale  of  beer,  and  10  officers  and  agents  of 
these  corporations,  charging  them  with  a  conspiracy  to  fix,  control, 
and  maintain  the  wholesale  and  retail  price  of  DRAUGHT  BEER 
in  the  County  of  Honolulu.  On  July  19,  1938,  the  Court  granted 
motions  to  quash  warrants  of  arrest  and  penal  summons,  denied  motions 
to  quash  the  information  as  to  certain  defendants,  and  denied 
motions  of  one  individual  defendant  and  one  corporate  defendant  to 
vacate  order  granting  leave  to  file  the  information.  On  October  21, 
1938,  the  case  was  presented  to  the  Grand  Jury  which  returned  a 
*No  Bill".  On  November  15,  1938,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as 
to  all  defendants. 

430.  United  States  v.  Chrysler  Corporation,*  Cr.  1040:  Indict- 
ment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  27,  1938,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  24  corporations  and  18  individuals,  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in  AUTOMOBILES  by  coercing  automo- 
bile dealers  to  FINANCE  CAR  SALES  through  the  finance  firm 
owned  by  Chrysler  Corporation.  On  November  15,  1938,  a  motion  for 
nolle  prosequi  was  sustained  and  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  all  de- 
fendants.  (See  Nos.  431,  432,  438,  439  and  566.) 

431.  United  States  v.  Ford  Motor  Co.,  Cr.  1041:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  27,  1938,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  Ind.)  against  seven  corporations  and  13  individuals  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in  AUTOMOBILES  by  coercing  automo- 
bile dealers  to  FINANCE  CAR  SALES  through  the  finance  firm  owned 
by  Ford  Motor  Company.  On  November  15,  1938,  in  view  of  the  entry 


*Chry«ler  Corp.  v.  Homer  S.  Cummlngs 
—PeUtlon  nied  AprU  2.  1938,  In  the  District 
Court  (D.  C.)  requesting  a  declaratory 
judgment  that  the  petitioner's  contracts 
with  Its  dealers  as  to  financing  automobile 
sales  did  not  violate  the  antitrust  laws. 
The  Government  filed  a  motion  to  dismiss 


and  petitioner  filed  an  amended  petition 
suing  the  respondent  Individually  as  well 
as  In  his  official  capacity.  On  January  26, 
1939,  a  stipulation  for  discontinuance  was 
filed  in  view  of  the  consent  decree  entered 
In  United  States  v.  Chrysler  Corp.  (Case 
No.  438). 
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of  the  consent  decree  in  the  civil  action  against  the  same  defendants 
(Case  No.  439),  motion  for  nolle  prosequi,  as  to  all  defendants,  was 
granted.    (See  Nos.  430,  432,  438.  439  and  566.) 

432.  United  States  v.  General  Motors  Corp.,  Cr.  1039 :  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  27,  1938,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  Ind.)  against  four  corporations  and  19  individuals  charging 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in  AUTOMOBILES  by  coercing  auto- 
mobile dealers  to  FINANCE  CAR  SALES  through  the  General  Motors 
Acceptance  Corporation.  On  October  9,  1939,  the  Court  granted  the 
Government's  motion  to  dismiss  as  to  one  individual  defendant,  and 
a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  another  individual.  On  November 
16,  1939,  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  the  four  corporations  was  returned 
and  the  defendant  individuals  were  acquitted.  On  November  17,  1939, 
motions  by  defendants  for  a  new  trial  and  arrest  of  judgment  were 
overruled.  On  the  same  date  a  fine  of  $5,000  was  imposed  on  each  of 
the  four  corporations.  The  defendants  appealed  from  the  judgments 
entered  upon  the  verdict  and  on  May  1,  1941,  the  court  affirmed  the 
judgments  of  conviction  (121  F.  (2d)  376).  Rehearing  was  denied 
July  2,  1941  (121  F.  (2d)  376).  The  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari 
October  13,  1941  (314  U.  S.  618),  and  denied  petition  for  rehearing, 
November  10,  1941  (318  U.  S.  780).  (See  Nos.  430,  431,  438,  439 
and  566.) 

433.  United  States  v.  Local  807  of  International  Brotherhood  of 
Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  &  Helpers  of  America,  Cr.  102-395 : 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  31,  1938,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Local  807  of  International  Brother- 
hood of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  &  Helpers  of  America,  eight 
of  its  officers,  62  of  its  members,  and  six  other  individuals,  charging  a 
conspiracy  whereby  trucks  of  all  out-of-town  shippers  and  TRUCK- 
ING COMPANIES  bringing  general  merchandise  and  perishable  food- 
stuffs into  New  York  City  were  stopped  at  the  city  limits  by  members 
of  Local  807  who,  by  threats,  intimidation,  or  violence  compelled  the 
owners  or  drivers  to  pay  a  given  sum  for  the  privilege  of  completing 
the  delivery  unmolested  or  of  permitting  some  member  of  Local  807  to 
complete  the  transportation  and  delivery  in  New  York  City.  It  was 
charged  that  this  program  was  enforced  regardless  of  whether  any 
services  were  in  fact  rendered  by  members  of  Local  807.  Motions  to 
dismiss  were  granted  as  to  various  individual  defendants.  On  May  24, 
1940,  a  verdict  of  guilty  was  returned  as  to  Local  807  and  twenty-six 
individual  defendants.  On  June  19, 1940,  Local  807  was  fined  $2,000  and 
the  individual  defendants  sentenced  for  periods  varying  from  one  month 
to  one  year.  For  purposes  of  appeal,  this  case  was  consolidated  with 
United  States  v.  Local  807  of  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  &  Helpers  of  America  (Cr.  102-394)  in  which 
defendants  were  convicted,  after  trial  upon  like  charges,  of  violating 
the  Federal  Anti-Racketeering  Act.  On  Appeal  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  reversed  the  convictions  on  both  indictments  (118  F.  (2d)  684). 
On  cross-petitions  for  certiorari  to  review  the  judgment  reversing  the 
convictions  under  the  Anti-Racketeering  Act,  the  Supreme  Court  af- 
firmed the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  (315  U.  S.  521,. 
62  S.  Ct.  642).    (See  No.  448.) 
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434.  United  States  v.  Paramount  Pictures,  Inc.,  Eq.  87-273 :  Peti- 
tion filed  July  20,  1938,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  eight 
major  motion  picture  corporations,  25  affiliated  corporations,  and  133 
officers  and  directors  of  the  corporate  defendants,  alleging  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  in  MOTION  PICTURES  through  the  instrumentality, 
among  others,  of  theatre  ownership  and  control  in  violation  of  Sections 
1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act.  The  petition  prays  for  separation  of  the 
production  and  distribution  branches  of  the  industry  from  the  exhibi- 
tion branch,  and  seeks  to  enjoin  alleged  monopolistic  conditions  and 
various  unfair  trade  practices  imposed  upon  independent  exhibitors  by 
the  defendants.  Orders  of  dismissal  were  entered  as  to  several  defend- 
ants, and  certain  parties  were  substituted  for  defendants  originally 
named  in  the  petition.  An  amended  and  supplemental  complaint  was 
filed  on  November  14,  1940,  dismissing  the  individual  defendants  and 
elaborating  the  relief  sought  by  the  original  petition. 

On  November  20,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  as  to  the  five 
producer-exhibitor  defendants  and  the  case  was  continued  generally  as 
to  the  remaining  defendants.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
8thed.,  Vol.  3, 1125,558.)  r      *      vy 

The  decree  established  an  arbitration  system  for  disposing  of  com- 
plaints brought  by  independent  exhibitors  regarding  unreasonable  clear- 
ance and  other  unreasonable  trade  practices.  It  also  provided  for  trade 
showing  of  feature  films  before  licensing  and  prohibited  their  license 
in  groups  of  more  than  five  features  each  during  the  1941-42  season. 
It  established  a  trial  period  of  three  years  for  most  of  the  provisions  of 
the  decree,  during  which  period  the  Government  agreed  not  to  press 
lOT  the  dissolution  and  divorcement  relief  sought  by  its  petition.  In 
February  1942  the  Government  moved  to  sever  the  issues  of  block 
booking  and  blind  selling  for  trial  against  the  non-consenting  defend- 
ants in  order  that  the  prohibitions  of  the  consent  decree  against  those 
practices  might  be  extended  to  the  non-consenting  defendants.  The 
court  denied  this  motion.  No  trial  of  these  issues  was  then  held  and 
the  consenting  defendants  were  released  from  their  obligation  to  trade- 
show  and  sell  features  in  small  blocks  at  the  conclusion  of  the  1941-42 
season.  On  January  29,  1942,  the  Government  filed  a  petition  against 
the  defendants  Fox  and  Paramount  charging  them  with  having  vio- 
lated the  consent  decree  by  expanding  their  theatre  holdings  as  a  part 
of  a  general  program  of  expansion.  The  petition  was  dismissed  by  the 
court  on  November  25,  1942,  on  the  ground  that  although  the  defend- 
ants in  question  had  increased  their  theatre  holdings,  this  had  not  been 
a  part  of  a  general  program  of  expansion. 

On  August  7,  1944,  the  Government  filed  an  application  for  modi- 
fication of  the  consent  decree,  setting  forth  the  modifications  which  it 
deemed  essential  to  make  the  decree  adequate,  including  the  divorce- 
ment and  dissolution  relief  originally  sought.  The  answer  of  the  con- 
senting defendants  denied  any  right  to  such  relief  and  the  case  was  re- 
stored to  the  trial  calendar  as  to  all  issues  against  all  defendants.  In 
December  1945  a  motion  by  St.  Louis  Amusement  Co.,  an  independent 
exhibitor,  to  intervene  in  the  suit  was  denied  by  the  District  Court  and 
on  September  10,  1945,  the  Supreme  Court  dismissed  an  appeal  from 
this  order  (326  U.  S.  680,  66  S.  Ct.  31,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases 
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If  57,411).  In  February  1945  the  Government's  motion  for  preliminary 
relief  with  respect  to  unreasonable  clearance  was  heard  by  the  District 
Court  and  taken  under  advisement.  On  June  13,  1945,  an  expediting 
certificate  was  filed  and  evidence  was  taken  before  a  three-judge 
expediting  court  from  October  8  to  November  20,  1945.  The  court 
on  January  18,  1946,  ordered  continuance  of  the  existing  arbitration 
system  pending  its  further  order. 

On  June  11,  1946,  the  court  found  defendants  guilty  of  a  national 
price-fixing  conspiracy  under  Section  1,  and  attempted  monopoly  under 
Section  2,  but  it  found  no  actual  monopolization  in  violation  of  Sec- 
tion 2.  It  prescribed  a  new  method  of  licensing  by  which  pictures 
will  be  auctioned  one  at  a  time.  All  pooling  arrangements  were  dis- 
solved among^  defendants,  and  between  defendants  and  independents 
where  defendant  owns  more  than  a  5%  and  less  than  a  95%  interest, 
such  dissolution  to  be  made  effective  by  sale  to  independent  co-owners, 
or,  if  the  court  finds  competition  will  be  promoted,  by  purchase  by  a 
defendant.  The  court  sought  to  prevent  expansion  of  defendants'  the- 
ater holdings  other  than  by  purchases  approved  by  the  court  in  the 
course  of  dissolution  of  pooling  arrangements,  and  decreed  that  enforce- 
ment of  the  new  method  of  distribution  is  to  be  implemented  by  an 
arbitration  system,  subject  to  the  consent  of  the  parties  (66  F.  Supp. 
323,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^  57 A70) ,  On  October  21,  1946  in  a 
per  curiam  opinion  the  court  refused  to  take  jurisdiction  over  an  appeal 
from  the  Arbitration  Appeal  Board  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 
1[  57,502).  Hearings  were  held  October  21-24,  1946,  on  the  judgment  to 
be  entered,  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  were  presented  by 
the  parties,  and  at  the  same  time  the  court  heard  various  non-parties 
who  had  filed  petitions  for  leave  to  intervene  and  to  file  briefs  amicus 
curiae. 

On  December  31,  1946,  a  final  judgment  was  entered  enjoining  the 
"Big  Five"  from  further  acquisitions  of  theatres  (70  F.  Supp.  53,  CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases  If  57,526).  The  decree  also  provided  that  the 
burden  of  proof  that  a  clearance  is  unreasonable  is  to  be  upon  the 
distributor,  theatre  pools  are  to  be  broken  up,  and  admission  price 
fixing  is  prohibited.  Competitive  bidding  provisions  were  modified 
and  the  existing  arbitration  system  was  ordered  liquidated  and  a  new 
system  was  recommended  which  would  relieve  the  court  from  the  large 
volume  of  contempt  litigation  necessary  for  effective  enforcement. 
The  complaint  was  dismissed  as  to  two  corporate  defendants  herein 
based  upon  their  acts  as  producers,  whether  as  individuals  or  in  con- 
junction with  others. 

On  February  3, 1947,  the  court  denied  defendant's  motion  to  amend 
and  clarify  the  judgment,  including  a  motion  to  permit  expansion  by 
the  major  defendants  of  their  theatre  holdings,  but  extended  the  time  of 
dissolution  to  July  1,  1947. 

Order  was  entered  on  January  23rd  denying  motions  of  American 
Theatres  Association,  Inc.,  et  al.,  and  W.  C.  Allred,  et  al.,  for  leave 
to  intervene,  but  moving  parties  were  authorized  to  be  heard  in  oral 
argument  and  to  file  briefs  as  amicus  curiae. 

An  appeal  from  provisions  of  the  decree  was  filed  by  all  the  de- 
fendants, including  two  petitioners  for  intervention.  On  February 
21st,  the  government  also  filed  appeal  papers  setting  forth  the  inade- 
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quacy  of  the  decree  and  the  failure  of  the  court  to  find  either  a  col- 
!V.V"^'''/'^"/^  monopoly.  On  April  7,  1947,  the  Supreme  Court 
granted  the  defendant's  petition  for  a  stay  of  the  injunctive  provisions 
of  the  decree  relating  to  trade  practices  with  the  exception  of  the 
prohibition  against  franchises.  A  stay  was  also  granted  of  Section  5  of 
he  decree  which  abrogated  the  consent  decree  and  which  provided  for 
liquidation  of  the  arbitration  system. 

On  December  22,  1947,  the  Society  of  Independent  Motion  Picture 
Producers  was  granted  leave  to  file  with  the  Supreme  Court  a  brief  as 
amicus  curiae.  ^  ^^     t  a  unci  as 

^.fJtJ^'^'l'^A'  ^"""'r  2"  ^?y  .^'  ^^^  '^i^^^^'^  ^"  attacks  by  the 

of  reltf  InH^'.ffl  ^'^      ""^  '^'  ^'^^^•'^^"  ^^  '^'  ''^''''^  ^"d  ^"  the  question 

u'  u  L  ^  affirmed  many  provisions  of  the  District  Court's  decree 

which  the  government  did  not  question  and  as  to  the  others  laid  the 

decree       '"'^'"^  effective  relief  than  was  given  in  the  District  Court 

Injunctions  against  price  fixing,  unreasonable  clearance,  formula 

tfy^:^J!^llwi^^'T?^T'  P^'^^T?  a§^^e^"^ents,  joint  ownership  as 
between  exhibitor-defendants,  and  block  booking  were  approved  The 
District  Court's  findings  as  to  discrimination  were  affirmed  and  de! 
termination  as  to  relief  left  to  it. 

Competitive  bidding  requirements  of  the  decree  were  set  aside 
^flnw^f^'^n-*^^  provision  of  the  decree  against  franchises  in  order  to 
hnr^ fh^ RlT^lu^''''^  to  examme  the  problem  in  light  of  elimination 
from  the  decree  the  provisions  for  competitive  bidding. 

The  District  Court  was  ordered  to  re-appraise  "the  question  of 
rt"h?S/lf  "°f  P?[.^^y  t°  monopolize  in  the  first-run  field,  nationally, 

Ln  t.  ^^^'^-  ^'^'^u  '"  ^^^  ^^""'^y^  ^"^  ^"  ^^Pa^ate  localities,  and 
then  to  re-examine  the  extent  of  divestiture  of  theatres  required  to 
satisfy  the  statute  (334  U.  S.  131,  68  S.  Ct.  915,  92  L.  Ed  X  CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 1[  62,244) 

RKr?r.^'''''"'^%'  ^'  ^^1^'.?.  "^"'^"^  judgment  was  entered  against 
RKO'c  r^'  ""f  ^T  ^"b^l^^a^^S'  providing  for  the  divorcement  o 
RKO  s  production-distribution  assets  from  RKO's  theatre  assets  •  the 

suK'/ •'''"  ""^  '^V^^  ^^^^]"^  companies,  one  to  own  and  control 
moHnn  "''.  P^"^^"^y  t"^^^.'^  ^"  '^^  production  and  distribution  o 

enea^ed^n  i^hf/vK-!-^'  ^'^^  '?  ^^."  ^"^  ^^"^^^^  ^»  subsidiaries 
RKOri.^  ^ruTTl""^  motion  pictures;  and  the  dissolution  of 
K1S.U  Corp.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  ^62,335). 

435.  United  States  v.  Borden  Company,  Cr.  31197-  Indirtm,**.* 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  November  1  193Tin 
Ind  4vT  ^.^"i'  ^^-  ^-.^"-^  ^^"^"^^  ^^  corporations,  onelabor  union 

rLT  ir  V^4P  .r  .^  ^y  ^^*"^  producer  and  consumer  orices  hv 
con  ro  hng  the  distribution  thereof  by  independent  distributorTand  bv 
contro  hng  the  supply  moving  in  interstate  commerce  into  (ThTcaeo 
S  tvf"'-^l^'  ^^^^'  '^^  "^"^^  sustained  demurrers  to  counts  1  2  and  4 
of  the  indictment  upon  the  ground  that  the  conduct  charged  therein 
was  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  Alricnftni^ 
cou^r.^^'  .A^cultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of  '937^^  and  thl 
court  sustained  demurrers  to  count  3  of  the  indictment  upon  the  ground 
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that  it  was  duplicitous  (28  F.  Supp.  177).  An  order  of  dismissal,  en- 
tered on  July  28,  1939,  also  provided  that  the  Capper- Volstead  Act 
gave  the  defendant  Pure  Milk  Association  and  its  officers  and  agents 
immunity  from  prosecution  under  the  Sherman  Act  for  the  acts  charged 
against  these  defendants.  On  appeal  the  Supreme  Court  on  December 
4,  1939,  reversed  the  decision  of  the  District  Court  as  to  counts  1,  2 
and  4  and  dismissed  the  appeal  as  to  count  3  upon  the  ground  that  the 
ruling  as  to  it  was  not  reviewable  under  the  Criminal  Appeals  Act  (308 
U.  S.  188,  60  S.  Ct.  182).  The  court  held  that  the  Agricultural  Market- 
ing Agreement  Act  did  not,  as  to  matters  within  its  scope,  repeal  the 
Sherman  Act  by  implication  and  it  further  held  that  the  Capper-Vol- 
stead  Act  did  not  make  proceedings  thereunder  a  condition  precedent 
to  prosecution  of  cooperative  associations  for  violating  the  Sherman 
Act.  On  September  16,  1940,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all 
defendants.   (See  No.  556.) 

436.  United  States  v.  National  Dairy  Products  Corp.,  Cr.  31205: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November  1,  1938,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  20  corporations  and  20  individuals, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in  the  sale 
and  distribution  throughout  the  United  States  of  MECHANICAL 
COUNTER  FREEZERS  used  by  retail  dealers  and  others  to  manu- 
facture ice  cream.  The  indictment  also  charged  dissemination  of  false 
and  fraudulent  information  concerning  the  use  and  adaptability  of 
counter  freezers,  the  promotion  of  unwarranted  and  burdensome  legis- 
lation against  the  operation  of  counter  freezers,  and  boycotting  of  sup- 
pliers and  distributors  of  ingredients  used  in  the  manufacture  of  ice 
cream  in  counter  freezers.  Pursuant  to  an  oral  ruling  of  the  court  on 
October  11,  1939,  a  formal  order  was  entered  on  November  6,  1939, 
quashing  the  indictment  and  sustaining  demurrers  thereto  as  to  all 
defendants. 

437.  United  States  v.  Columbia  Gas  &  Electric  Corp.,*  Civil  16: 
Complaint  under  the  Sherman  and  Clayton  Acts  filed  November  4, 
1938,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  Del.)  alleging  that  Columbia  Gas  &  Elec- 


•  In  re  American  Fuel  &  Power  Co. : 
Creditors'  petition  ttled  In  the  District 
Court  (Del.)  on  December  6.  1935,  under 
Section  77B  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act  for  the 
reorganization  of  American  F\iel  and  Power 
Company.  On  March  13,  1940,  the  court 
ordered  the  proceeding  transferred  to  the 
federal  District  Court  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Kentucky  where  proceedings  for 
the  corporate  reorganization  of  Kentucky 
Fuel  Gas  Corporation  and  of  Inland  Gas 
Corporation  were  pending  (32  F.  Supp. 
107).  After  the  District  Court  in  Kentucky 
had  entered  an  order  approving  the  settle- 
ment of  cross-demands  of  Columbia  Gas  & 
Electric  Corporation  and  the  debtor  corpo- 
rations, certain  creditors  of  the  latter  ap- 
pealed to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals, 
which  held  that  Columbia  had  acquired  its 
stock  and  money  claims  against  the  debtors 
pursuant  to  an  Illegal  conspiracy  to  re- 
strain interstate  commerce  and  that  these 
claims  were  therefore  not  provable  in  a 
bankruptcy  reorganization  (122  F.  (2d)  223). 
Following  remand  to  the  District  (>)urt, 
the  United  States  was  permitted  to  inter- 


vene so  as  to  prevent  any  curtailment  of 
the  relief  to  which  It  was  entitled  In  Its 
proceeding  against  Columbia  in  the  Dela- 
ware court.  The  District  Court  entered 
orders  denying  Columbia's  claims  and  Co- 
lumbia took  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme 
Court  under  the  Expediting  Act.  On  May 
5.  1944,  the  Supreme  Court  granted  the 
Government's  motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal 
for  want  of  Jurisdiction  (322  U.  S.  379. 
64  S.  ex.  1068).  Columbia  also  appealed 
from  the  orders  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  and  that  court  by  an  opinion  ren- 
dered October  9,  1945.  as  amended  on  No- 
vember 26,  1945,  on  petition  for  rehearing, 
decreed  that  Columbia's  claims  should  be 
subordinated  to  the  claims  of  all  other 
creditors  of  every  class  (151  F.  (2d)  461, 
CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  1944-1947 
Court  Decisions,  f  57.412). 

The  court  denied  Columbia's  petition  for 
rehearing  on  January  21,  1946  (153  F.  (2d) 
101).  Columbia's  petition  for  certiorari  by 
the  Supreme  Court  was  opposed  by  the 
(Sovernment  on  the  ground  that  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  equitable  powers  vested  in 
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trie  Corporation,  25  of  its  officers  and  directors,  and  one  of  its  subsid- 
iary corporations  were  engaged  in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
restrain  and  monopolize  trade  and  commerce  in  NATURAL  GAS 
among  the  States  of  Kentucky,  West  Virginia,  Ohio  and  Michigan. 
The  complaint  also  alleges  acquisition  by  Columbia  Gas  &  Electric 
Corporation  pursuant  to  this  conspiracy,  of  stock  of  American  Fuel 
and  flower  Company  and  of  bonds  and  debentures  of  the  latter's  sub- 
sidiaries, Inland  Gas  Corporation  and  Kentucky  Fuel  Gas  Corporation. 
Divestiture  by  Columbia  Gas  &  Electric  Corporation  of  securities  of, 
and  o^  claims  against  the  American  Fuel  &  Power  System  was  sought. 
Un  July  25  1940,  defendants'  motion  for  a  more  definite  statement  and 
^o  toS'i  of  particulars  was  denied  (1  F.  R.  D.  358)  and  on  February 
aa'  ^^^^"^^"ts  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  was  overruled 
^n^x^  A"  xT^  motion  for  judgment  by  default  was  denied  (1  F.  R.  D. 
606)  On  November  21,  1941,  the  Court  entered  an  order  postponing 
the  trial  of  the  case  and  providing  that  either  party  might  apply  for  an 
order  fixing  the  tnal  date  upon  ten  days*  written  notice.  (See  No.  409.) 

,inH.?Q  y«it«f  States  V  Chrysler  Corporation,  Civil  9:  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  7,  1938,  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  15  corporations  to  enjoin  them 

toTTSr"T^"i^A%^1:V?^c^T^^^^^"  ^y  ^^^^^^"^  automobile  dealers 
to  FINANCE  CAR  SALES  through  the  finance  company  favored  by 
the  Chrysler  Corporation  and  discriminating  against  so-called  inde- 
pendent finance  companies  in  the  financing  of  cars  manufactured  by 
the  corporation.  On  November  15,  1938,  a  consent  decree  was  entered 
pnting  comprehensive  relief.  On  December  21,  1940,  the  District 
Court  modified  this  decree  by  extending  the  bar  against  affiliation  be- 
tween Chrysler  Corporation  and  any  finance  company  for  another  year. 
Chrysler  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  from  the  order  of  modification 
but  Its  appeal  was  dismissed  on  December  8,  1941,  for  want  of  a  quo- 
rum of  Justices  qualified  to  sit  (314  U.  S.  583,  62  S.  Ct.  356)  and  the 
47^-?!!  ^^"""^^^  ^/.  ^^^^'  "^^"^^^  rehearing  (314  U.  S.  716,  62  S.  Ct. 
rr.2*K  ?'^^^"^*  Court  on  February  16,  1942,  again  modified  the  de- 
cree by  extending  the  affiliation  prohibition  for  another  year.  On 
appeal  by  Chrysler,  the  Supreme  Court  on  June  1,  1942,  aflftrmed  the 
'"'^^rj'^^^^^^^^^^on  (316  U.  S.  556,  62  S.  Ct.  1146).  The  de™ee  was 
modified  December  26,  1942,  December  30,  1943,  December  30  19^ 
fJil  ^^r^7  ^^'  ^^^^'  ^y  one-year  extensions  of  the  ban  against  affil- 
iniS  T^    '^^  decree  was  again  modified  on  Februarv  14  1947  Mav  14 

Jatrn?t\'''5'f  ''  '^^^t^'i  ^""^^^  ^'  1^48,  exte^nirng  the  eStive 
£dd  IQ^iolra^^K'  ^T^^l  ^^  (^?.?  ^"^^^  Regulation  Reports^ 
im«^1f.;  i-  '  ^62,221).  Further  modification  was  made  on  May 
1,  1948  extending  the  eflFective  date  of  the  2nd  paragraph  Section  12  to 
November  1,  1948.    On  October  27,  1948,  a  final  L?ee  was  e^^^^^^ 

Td  566^  ''"'       ""   ^^^  ^"^^  ^'''^^-   (^^^  ^^^-  ^^'  ^^1'  432, %39 

section^;  1  Y^'!{^  ^f*!!'"  q;.^^'^  ^.^'^'.F^.-'  ^'""'^  ^''  Complaint  under 
fections  1  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  7,  1938,  in  the 


bankruptcy  courts  in  corporate  reorgani- 
*aiion  proceedings  requires  that  claims 
«S;  I  V.*'^**^®'"  corporations  petitioner  had 
acquired  for  the  purpose  of  predplUtlng 


foreclosure  proceedings  against  the  debtor. 
be  subordinated  to  the  claims  of  aU  other 
creditors. 
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District  Court  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  seven  corporations  to  enjoin  them 
from  restraining  trade  in  automobiles  by  coercing  automobile  dealers 
to  FINANCE  CAR  SALES  through  the  finance  company  favored  by 
the  Ford  Motor  Company.  On  November  15,  1938,  a  consent  decree 
was  entered  similar  to  the  Fmal  Decree  in  United  States  v.  Chrysler 
Corp.  Civil  9.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed.,  Vol.  3, 
1[  25,191.)  This  decree  was  modified  December  21,  1940,  December  31, 
1941,  December  31, 1942,  January  15, 1943,  December  30,  1943,  and  June 
29,  1946.  Motions  of  defendants  for  modification  of  the  consent  decree 
on  the  ground  that  it  placed  Ford  at  a  competitive  disadvantage  with 
General  Motors  Corporation  were  denied  by  the  Court  July  25,  1946 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  1944-1947  Ct.  Dec,  1[  57,505).  The 
Court  also  granted  the  Government's  motion  to  extend  the  bar  against 
affiliation  by  Ford  with  a  finance  company.  On  September  19,  1946,  the 
Ford  Motor  Company  and  the  Universal-Commercial  Investment 
Trust  Corp.  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court  from  this  order  denying 
applications  of  the  parties  to  modify  the  consent  decree  entered  against 
them.  The  Supreme  Court  on  November  15,  1948  (335  U.  S.  303,  CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1(62,325),  reversed  the  de- 
cision of  the  District  Court  of  July  25,  1946,  and  lifted  the  ten-year 
ban  on  the  Ford  Motor  Company's  affiliation  with  a  finance  company 
and  suspended  two  injunctive  provisions  of  the  1938  consent  decree 
under  which  Ford  had  been  enjoined  from  advertising,  endorsing,  or 
recommending  to  its  dealers  a  particular  finance  company.  The  decree  on 
the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  (Tourt  was  issued  on  December  15,  1948. 
(See  Nos.  430,  431,  432,  438  and  566.) 

440.  United  States  v.  Barney  Balaban,  Cr.  31230:  Information  in 
criminal  contempt  filed  on  November  9,  1938,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  111.)  against  Barney  Balaban  and  10  corporations,  charging  vio- 
lation of  the  consent  decree  entered  in  United  States  v.  Balaban  &  Katz 
Corporation  (Case  No.  353).  All  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  and  on 
April  22,  1939,  a  Special  Master  was  appointed  to  hear  evidence.  On 
May  1,  1940,  the  Special  Master  recommended  that  four  defendants  be 
found  guilty  of  violating  Paragraph  10  of  the  decree  and  the  remain- 
ing charges  be  dismissed.  On  December  10,  1940,  three  corporations 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $10,000  were  imposed 
The  remaining  defendants  were  dismissed  on  motion  of  the  Govern- 
ment. 

441.  United  States  v.  American  Medical  Ass'n,*  Cr.  63221 :  In- 
dictment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  December  20,  1938,  in  the 
District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  American  Medical  Association,  the 
Medical  Society  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Harris  County  Medi- 
cal Society  of  Houston,  Texas,  the  Washington  Academy  of  Surgery, 
and  21  officials  of  the  American  Medical  Association  and  the  Medical 
Society  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  obstruct  the  operations  of  Group  Health  Association,  Inc., 
in  providing  MEDICAL  CARE  AND  HOSPITALIZATION  by  group 


*  a  motion  to  quash  a  subpoena  duces 
tecum  Issued  by  the  grand  jury  which  re- 
turned the  Indictment  was  granted  In  part 
and  denied  In  part  in  United  States  v. 
Medical  Society  of  the  District  of  Colum- 


bia, 26  F.  Supp.  55,  and  a  lUce  motion  to 
quash  was  overruled  In  In  re  American 
Medical  Association.  Chicago,  ni.,  26  F. 
Supp.  58. 


practice  on  a  risk-sharing,  prepayment  basis.  It  was  alleged  that  this 
restraint  had  been  eflfectuated  by  expelling  or  threatening  to  expel 
doctors  on  the  staff  of  Group  Health  from  membership  in  the  defendant 
medical  societies,  by  denying  to  such  doctors  consultation  privileges 
with  other  doctors,  and  by  denying  such  doctors  access  to  Washington 
hospitals.  On  Januarv  31,  1939,  Government's  motion  to  strike  defend- 
ants motion  for  grand  jurv  inquiry  and  other  relief  was  granted  (26  F. 
Supp.  429).  On  July  26,  1939,  defendants'  demurrers  to  the  indictment 
were  sustained  (28  F.  Supp.  752).  The  Government's  petition  for  a 
wnt  of  certiorari  was  denied  October  23,  1939  (308  U.  S.  599).   On 

??-^^  •  .  '.i^^'  ^t^,?^^**^  ^^  Appeals,  in  reversing  the  decision  of  the 
District  Court,  held  that  restraint  on  the  practice  of  medicine  is 
restraint  of  trade  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  employed  in 
Section  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  (110  F.  (2d)  703).  On  June  3,  1940,  the 
TT^^T^r^^x  ^""^  ^^'''^^  defendants'  petition  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  (310 
U.  b.  644)  During  the  trial  the  court  directed  verdicts  of  not  guilty  as 
to  four  defendants  and  the  jury  convicted  the  American  Medical  Asso- 
ciation and  the  Medical  Society  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and  ac- 
quitted all  the  other  defendants.  On  appeal  the  Court  of  Appeals 
affirmed  the  judgments  of  conviction  (130  F.  (2d)  233).    On  certiorari, 

TT  c  c?o^TI  i'^"'*^^™^^  ^^«  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  (317 
u.  o.  My,  oo  b.  Ct.  326). 

442.    United  States  v.  The  Cooper  Corporation,  Civil  2-396:  Com- 
plaint under  Section  7  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February  20,  1939  in 

.^'^iV'^.l^^I^^^-  ^'  ^'  Y-)  to  recover  treble  damages  of  approxi- 
mately  $1,000,(X)0  from  17  corporations  and  one  individual  who  manu- 

f^il^'o^^'  ^^'^  ^"^^^"^  *^^^  defendants  conspired  to  fix  the  prices 
of  TIRES  on  sales  to  the  United  States  Government,  as  a  result  of 
which  the  Government  had  to  pay  higher  prices  for  tires  than  it  other- 
wise would  have  paid.  On  February  16,  1940,  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
complaint  was  granted  (31  F.  Supp.  848).  The  case  was  appealed  to 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  which  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  District 

♦K  -^  u?u^"^^^  ^'  .^^^'  ^^^^^"^  ^^^*  the  United  States  is  not  given 
the  right  by  statute,  in  addition  to  its  criminal  and  injunctive  remedies 
ci^^rT^/'^l  treble  damages  (114  F.  (2d)  413).  On  certiorari,  the  Supreme 
h^^l  .u  ^"'ted  States  affirmed  the  judgment  on  March  31,  1941, 
holding  that  the  United  States  is  not  a  "person"  within  the  meaning 
of  Section  7  of  the  Sherman  Act  (312  U.  S.  600,  61  S.  Ct.  742). 

«i  •  ^^'  y^^^  .^*^^*  ^-  Griffith  Amusement  Co.,  Civil  172:  Com- 
?A't'c?^""t^''  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  April  28, 

Zrl"  '^-  ^'T""'  ^^.""'  .(^-  .?•  ^^^^'^  ^&^i"^t  f°"^  incorporated 
IS?-  %"^'  ^^"  "'?J''''  "^^^viduals,  alleging  a  monopoly  of  the 
exhibition  of  motion  pictures  in  Texas,  Oklahoma  and  New  Mexico 
wi'trfll  ^  "^8^.°tiation  of  blanket  contracts  by  the  chain  defendants 
h^h;*;!  producing  and  distributing  company  defendants  for  the  ex- 
Tn^T.  ^^.^."^^sirable  pictures  without  competing  with  local  inde- 

th^t  fhinl^f  .I'''?-  u^'^^  ^r^^?^""}  '""^'  ^"  injunction  and  asks 
tliat  the  defendant  chains  be  dissolved  and  their  properties  rearranged 

cn^Z^'7^^''^  ^T'""^^  ^''f  independent  corporations  so  as  to  crelte 
competitive  conditions*  and  prevent  further  violations  of  the  Sherman 
uuh  ^^tendants  motion  for  a  bill  of  particulars  was  overruled  in 
part  and  sustained  in  part,  April  4,  1940  (1  F.  R.  D.  229).    Trial  of  the 
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case  was  concluded  September  10,  1945.  On  October  10.  1946,  the 
Court  found  all  defendants  not  guilty,  and  a  decree  was  entered  dis- 
?J.^^S^"J^  ^^^  complaint  October  24,  1946  (68  F.  Supp.  180,  CCH  1946- 
1947  Trade  Cases  H  57,564).  On  May  3,  1948,  the  Supreme  Court 
reversed  the  District  Court  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint  and 
remanded  the  case  to  the  District  Court  for  further  proceedings.  (334 

^'  ^-  ^%o^.^r  ^^-  ^'*^'  ^2  L.  Ed.  864,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
bupp.  1948-1951,  H  62,246.)  ^      ' 

inc  ^^f'  United  States  v.  American  Potash  &  Chemical  Corp.,  Cr. 
105-184:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  re- 
turned on  May  26,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  a 
Dutch  corporation,  4  American  corporations,  and  57  individuals,  charg- 
ing a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of,  and  an  attempt  to 
monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  in  POTASH. 
The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  maintain  uniform 
prices,  terms,  and  discounts,  refrained  from  competing,  and  refused  to 
sell  potash  to  individual  farmers,  farm  cooperatives,  and  fertilizer  mix- 
ers not  recognized  or  approved  by  all  of  the  defendants.  A  nolle  prose- 
qui was  entered  as  to  all  defendants  on  May  21,  1940,  in  view  of  the 
entry  of  a  consent  decree  in  a  civil  action  (Case  No.  525)  involving  the 
same  practices. 

445.  United  States  v.  Wine.  Liquor  and  Distillery  Workers  Union, 
Local  No.  20244,  Cr.  105-185:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  re- 
turned  on  May  31,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the 
VVine,  Liquor  and  Distillery  Workers  Union,  Local  No.  20244,  and 
nine  of  its  officials,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  in  WINE  bottled  in  California  by  compelling  retail 
distributors  m  New  York  City,  through  intimidation  and  threats  of  picket- 
ing, to  refrain  from  selling  wine  bottled  in  California,  and  by  prevent- 
ing wholesale  distributors  within  the  city  from  purchasing  such  wine 
and  selling  It  to  the  retail  distributors.  The  union  and  five  officials 
pleaded  giiilty  and  on  November  9,  1939,  the  Court  imposed  a  fine  of 
|500  on  the  union,  and  fines  of  $100  on  each  of  the  five  officials.  On 
December  19  1939.  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  four  remaining 
defendants.    (See  No.  463.)  ^ 

446.  United  States  v.  Imperial  Wood  Stick  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil  4-122: 

Petition  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  June  5,  1939,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  alleging  that  the  Imperial  Wood  Stick  Company, 
Inc.,  a  common  sales  agency,  and  three  corporations  and  three  part- 
nerships which  manufacture  CANDY  STICKS  used  as  handles  for 
confectionary  products,  and  ten  individuals  conspired  to  eliminate 
competition  among  the  defendant  manufacturers  through  agreements 
as  to  price  and  as  to  quantity  of  production.  On  June  6,  1939,  all  the 
defendants  answered  and  a  consent  decree  was  entered  dissolving 
the  Imperial  Wood  Stick  Company,  Inc.,  and  enjoining  operation  of  the 
combination  and  conspiracy  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports  Sudd 
8th  ed.,  Vol.  3, 1125,289).  ^       »       PP- 

447.  United  States  v.  Crown  Zellerbach  Corp.,  Cr.  26,680-S :  In- 
dictment returned  under  the  Sherman  and  Wilson  TariflF  Acts  on  July 
12,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  four  American  and 
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three  Canadian  corporations,  and  eleven  American  and  four  Canadian 
individuals,  who  were  officers,  agents,  or  employees  of  the  corpora- 
tions, charging  an  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy  to  fix,  main- 
tain and  control  the  prices  and  terms  for  the  sale  of  NEWSPRINT 
PAPER  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce. 
Various  defendants  filed  special  appearances,  motions  to  quash,  and 
demurrers  to  the  indictment.  Motions  to  quash  citations  were  denied 
on  June  13,  1940.  On  May  2,  1941,  six  of  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo 
contendere  to  counts  1  and  2  of  the  indictment  and  were  fined  in  the 
total  amount  of  $30,000.  Count  3  of  the  indictment  was  dismissed  as 
to  these  six  defendants  and  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  the  remaining 
defendants. 

448.  United  States  v.  Local  807  of  the  International  Brotherhood 
of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  &  Helpers  of  America,  Civil 
4-423:  Petition  filed  under  the  Sherman  Act  on  July  17,  1939,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  above-named  Local,  eight  of  its 
officers,  60  of  its  members  and  four  other  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy 
whereby  interstate  TRUCKERS  bringing  general  merchandise  and 
perishable  foodstuffs  into  New  York  City  were  stopped  at  the  city 
limits  and  were  compelled  by  the  use  of  threats,  iniimidation  or  vio- 
lence, to  pay  a  fee  for  the  privilege  of  being  permitted  to  complete  the 
delivery  of  their  merchandise  unmolested  or  for  some  member  of  Local 
80/  to  complete  the  transportation,  delivery  and  unloading  in  New 
York  City.  A  consent  decree  enjoining  the  practices  complained  of 
was  entered  on  the  same  day  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
8thed.,  Vol.  3,  1125,324).    (See  No.  433.) 

449.  United  States  v.  Kraft  Paper  Ass'n,  Cr.  105-366:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  July  20,  1939,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Kraft  Paper  Association,  35  corporations  and 
14  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce  in  KRAFT  PAPER,  used  principally  for 
wrapping  and  for  PAPER  BAGS,  by  limiting  the  production  thereof 
and  artificially  maintaining  the  price  of  that  commodity  to  the  con- 
sumer. The  Stevenson  Corporation,  engaged  in  the  business  of  manag- 
ing trade  associations  under  the  firm  name  of  Stevenson,  Jordan  and 
Harrison,  was  named  as  a  defendant.  On  December  5,  1939,  a  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  two  defendants.  On  August  22,  1940,  a  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  three  defendants.  Orders  of  nolle  prosequi 
were  entered  as  to  the  remaining  defendants  on  September  10,  1940. 
(See  Nos.  549  and  554.) 

450.  United  States  v.  Underwood  Elliott  Fisher  Co.,  Cr.  105-406: 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  July  28,  1939,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  six  corporations,  four  of  their 
officers  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  com- 
merce in  new  and  used  TYPEWRITERS.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  agreed  to  and  did  maintain  identical  prices  for  new 
typewriters,  uniform  trade-in  allowances  for  used  typewriters,  and 
uniform  discounts  based  upon  the  number  of  typewriters  in  use  by  a 
purchaser  rather  than  on  the  number  purchased ;  and  that  defendants 
made  identical  bids  and  simultaneously  increased  prices  from  time  to 
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time.    On  April  23,  1940,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  each  de- 
fendant in  view  of  the  consent  decree  entered  in  Case  No.  517. 

451.     United  States  v.  Schine  Chain  Theatres,  Inc.,  Civil  223: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  August 
7,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Schine  Chain 
Theatres,  Inc.,  six  affiliated  corporations,  three  officers  and  eight  major 
producing  and  distributing  corporations,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  re- 
strain trade  and  monopolize  exhibition  of  motion  pictures  in  various 
local  areas.    All  the  distributors  were  dismissed  as  parties  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  Government  in  order  to  have  their  liability  determined 
in  Umted  States  v.  Paramount  Pictures,  Inc.  (Case  No.  434).    The  Gov- 
ernment's motion  for  a  preliminary  injunction  restraining  certain  de- 
fendants from  acquiring  or  operating  additional  theatres  and  from 
opening  their  closed  theatres  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit  was 
denied  January  17,  1940  (31  F.  Supp.  270).  On  the  same  date,  the  court 
granted  in  part  and  denied  in  part  defendants'  motions  for  a  more 
definite  statement  of  the  complaint  and  for  bills  of  particulars   (1 
F.  R.  D.  205).    The  Government's  motion  for  discovery  and  inspection 
of  certain  documents  was  denied  February  5,  1942  (2  F.  R.  D   425) 
A  temporary  consent  order  of  May  19,  1942,  required  Schine  to  dis- 
pose of  certain  theatres  acquired  after  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
required  the  court's  consent  to  future  acquisitions  and  cancelled  certain 
long  term  agreements.  On  May  4,  1944,  the  court  granted  defendants' 
motion  to  acquire  a  theatre  in  Cumberland,  Md.,  denied  their  motion 
to  dismiss  for  lack  of  necessary  and  indispensable  parties,  denied  their 
motion  to  be  relieved  from  disposing  of  theatres  under  the  consent 
order,  and  denies  provisionally  the  Government's  motion  for  appoint- 
ment of  a  trustee.    The  court  on  September  1,  1944,  granted  the  Gov- 
ernment's motion  to  set  aside  subpoenas  duces  tecum,  issued  ex  parte, 
^  produce  certain  Government  files  (4  F.  R.  D.  108,  CCH  1944-1945 
Trade  Cases  ^  57,309).  On  September  7, 1944,  the  court,  on  the  Govern- 
ment  s  motion  to  strike,  as  insufficient,  defendants'  answers  to  a  re- 
quest   for   admission   of   certain    facts,   held   many   of   the   answers 
insufficient  (4  F.  R.  D.  109,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  1(57,310). 
Trial  of  the  case  commenced  May  20,  1944,  and  on  October  8,  1945, 
the  court  held  that  the  defendants  had  violated  Sections  1  and  2  of 
the  Sherman  Act  and  had  conspired  with  each  of  the  major  distributors 
to  that  end  (63  F.  Supp.  229,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  1157,413). 
A  judgment  entered  on  October  3il,  1945,  contained  injunctive  pro- 
visions and  required  the  parties  to  submit  a  plan  of  dissolution,  re- 
ahgnment  or  reorganization  and  on  March  29,   1946,  the  judgment 
was  amended,  to  include  additional  injunctive  provisions.    A  plan  of 
reorganization  to  carry  out  the  divestiture  provisions  of  the  judgment 
was  filed  by  the  Government  on  February  25,  1946. 

On  April  16,  1946,  a  hearing  was  held  on  this  plan  of  reorganiza- 
tion and  on  May  6,  1946  defendants  filed  a  tentative  plan  of  realign- 
ment of  the  circuit  so  as  to  break  it  into  three  parts  to  be  controlled 
respectively  by  the  Schine  brothers  and  their  wives.  On  June  24,  1946, 
the  Court  denied  defendants'  motion  to  take  testimony  with  respect  to 
the  plan  of  dissolution  and  to  stay  proceedings  pending  appeal  to  the 
Supreme  Court.  On  July  5,  1946,  the  plan  of  reorganization  was 
adopted  by  the  Court,  providing  for  the  sale  of  all  but  one  theatre  in 


33  towns  where  Schine  owns  2  or  3,  and  of  all  but  2  theatres  in  4  towns 
where  Schine  owns  3  or  4;  the  parties  to  agree  within  30  days  on  a 
trustee  to  execute  the  sales,  and  if  they  cannot  agree  the  trustee  to 
be  selected  by  the  Court.  No  additional  theatre  interests  may  be  ac- 
quired without  Court  approval,  and  defendants  are  prohibited  from 
acting  as  agents  in  buying  films  fct  theatres  in  which  they  have  no 
financial  interest  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  1[  57,478).  Provisions 
of  the  order  have  been  stayed  pending  appeal.  On  December  16,  1946, 
the  Supreme  Court  dismissed  defendants'  two  appeals  for  want  of  a 
final  judgment  and  for  failure  to  show  the  questions  involved  in  the 
appeal  were  substantial,  respectively  (329  U.  S.  686,  CCH  1946-1947 
Trade  Cases  ^57, SIS). 

A  petition  for  rehearing  and  motion  for  leave  to  file  a  new  juris- 
dictional statement  were  filed  by  the  defendants  in  the  Supreme  Court 
on  January  9,  1947.  A  petition  for  rehearing  was  granted  on  January 
20,  1947.  On  May  3,  1948,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  lower  Court  on  all  major  questions  of  liability,  but  sent  the  case 
back  to  the  District  Court  for  further  hearings  and  findings  regarding 
divestiture.  (334  U.  S.  110,  68  S.  Ct.  947,  92  L.  Ed.  871,  CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951  1(62,245).  The  Government  on 
May  14,  1948,  filed  a  petition  with  the  Supreme  Court  for  clarification 
of  its  opinion,  which  was  denied  June  1,  1948. 

On  July  27,  1948,  the  Government's  motion  for  an  order  on  the 
mandate  was  granted  in  part,  and  the  order  on  the  mandate  was 
entered  August  13,  1948. 

452.  United  States  v.  National  Container  Ass'n,  Cr.  105-445: 

Indictment  returned  under  the  Sherman  Act  on  August  9,  1939,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  the  National  Container  Asso- 
ciation, 12  regional  container  associations,  27  corporations  and  28 
individuals  with  having  engaged  in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to 
restrain  interstate  commerce  in  corrugated  and  solid  FIBRE  BOARD 
SHIPPING  CONTAINERS  by  allotment  of  production  among  certain 
of  the  defendants  and  by  artificially  fixing  and  maintaining  non- 
competitive prices  for  shipping  containers.  The  Stevenson  Corpora- 
tion, engaged  in  the  business  of  managing  trade  associations  under  the 
firm  name  of  Stevenson,  Jordan  &  Harrison,  Inc.,  was  named  as  a 
defendant.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  December  5,  1939,  as  to 
four  defendants.  On  April  23,  1940,  in  view  of  the  entry  of  a  consent 
decree  in  a  civil  case,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all  the  remain- 
ing defendants  except  the  Stevenson  Corporation,  Charles  R.  Steven- 
son, and  C.  H.  Ferris.  On  August  22,  1940,  the  three  remaining 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  to  Counts  1  and  2  of  the 
indictment,  and  were  fined  an  aggregate  of  $14,000.  On  the  same  day 
a  nolle  prosequi  of  Count  3  was  entered  as  to  the  same  defendants. 
(See  Nos.  516  and  549.) 

453.  United  States  v.  Crescent  Amusement  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil  54: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  11, 
1939,  in  the  District  Court  (M.  D.  Tenn.)  against  the  Crescent  Amuse- 
ment Co.,  Inc.,  certain  affiliated  corporations,  four  officers,  and  the  eight 
leading  distributors  of  motion-picture  films,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  trade  and  monopolize  exhibition  of  motion  pictures  in  various 
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local  areas.  Pursuant  to  a  provision  of  the  consent  decree  in  United 
States  V.  Paramount  Pictures,  Inc.  (Case  No.  434),  five  major  dis- 
tributors were  dismissed  as  defendants  but  the  conspiracy  charee 
against  them  was  retained.  Trial  began  July  7,  1941.  On  March  3, 
t      \1  ^^^  ^^"^^  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  setting 

forth  that  nine  defendant  exhibitors,  three  individual  defendants  and 
one  major  distributor  had  violated  the  Sherman  Act  as  charged  in  the 
complaint.  Judgment  was  entered  on  May  17,  1943.  The  judgment 
restrained  the  defendants  from  doing  acts  found  to  be  in  violation  of 

«fr  i"^^"  ^^*'  required  certain  individuals  to  resign  as  officers  of 
athhated  corporations,  required  a  divestiture  of  interest  in  affiliated 
corporations  and  imposed  restrictions  upon  acquiring  additional 
theatres.  The  Government  filed  an  appeal  to  require  the  court's  con- 
sent to  any  future  acquisitions.  On  August  30,  1943,  the  court  amended 
certain  hndings  and  conclusions  and  the  Government  then  filed  another 
appeal  and  certain  of  the  defendants  appealed.  The  Supreme  Court  on 
December  11,  1944,  held  that  the  Government's  first  appeal  was  prema- 
ture but  that  Its  second  appeal  was  properly  taken  and,  on  the  merits, 
held  that  the  Government  was  entitled  to  the  additional  relief  which 
It  sought  and  that  the  District  Court's  judgment  should  be  otherwise 
affirmed  (323  U.  S.  173,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  1157,316).  In 
January  1946  the  District  Court  extended  the  one-year  period  for  di- 
vestiture to  June  1946.  On  July  3,  1947,  the  final  decree  was  modified 
so  as  to  grant  the  defendants  six  months  after  the  Supreme  Court 
decision  became  final  in  the  Paramount  case  to  complete  their  com- 
pliance with  certain  paragraphs  of  the  decree. 

.Af^Ji^^    United    States  v.    Fox   West    Coast   Theatres   Corp.,    Cr. 

Jq   rT  V-  .V'^^™^^^^"  ^^^^  o"  August  31,  1939,  in  the  District  Court 

A  1    -^  charging  13  motion  picture  corporations  and  54  officers 

and  employees  with  criminal  contempt  of  the  consent  decree  entered 

xt"  ^^f^^^  ?^'  }^^^'  ^"  ^"^''^^^  ^^^^^^  ^-  ^^^*  ^^«^^  Theatres,  Inc.  (Case 
No  67b),  which  declared  illegal  under  the  Sherman  Act  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce in  MOTION  PICTURE  FILMS,  and  granted  a  permanent 
injunction  On  November  23,  1939,  motions  for  bills  of  particulars 
were  filed  by  several  groups  of  defendants.  All  motions  were  ordered 
otf  the  calendar  on  December  12,  1939,  subject  to  restoration.  On 
^.ovember  27,  1940,  on  motion  of  the  Government,  an  order  was  entered 
dismissing  the  proceedings.    (See  Nos.  351, 363, 376.) 

455.    United  States  v.  Allied  Chemical  &  Dye  Corp.,  Cr.  106-12: 

Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73 
of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  returned  on  September  1,  1939,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  nine  corporations  and  25  officers  of  the 
corporations  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign 
commerce  in  FERTILIZER  NITRATES  and  commerce  in  Puerto 
Rico,  Hawaii,  and  the  Philippine  Islands,  and  to  control  the  quantities 
of  each  type  of  fertilizer  nitrogen  imported  into  the  United  States  and 
Its  territories,  and  the  sales  and  prices  thereof.  The  court  on  November  19, 
1941,  granted  defendants'  motion  for  a  bill  of  particulars  (42  F.  Supp! 
425).  The  indictment  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  certain  defendants  on 
June  3,  1941,  in  view  of  the  consent  decree  entered  in  United  States  v. 


Allied  Chemical  &  Dye  Corp.  (Case  No.  613)  and  was  later  nolle  prossed 
as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 

456.  United  States  v.  Barrett  Company,  Cr.  106-13:  Indictment 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  September  1, 
1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Barrett  Company, 
a  subsidiary  of  Allied  Chemical  and  Dye  Corporation,  and  12  officers 
of  the  corporation,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain 
and  monopolize  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  sulphate  of  am- 
monia, a  NITRATE  FERTILIZER.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  entered  into  exclusive  sales  contracts  with  numerous  large 
producers  of  sulphate  of  ammonia  and  purchased  for  resale  substan- 
tial quantities  from  other  producers,  as  a  result  of  which  defendants 
were  enable  to  establish  uniform,  noncompetitive  prices.  On  June  3, 
1941,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all  defendants  in  view  of  the 
consent  decree  entered  in  Case  No.  613. 

457.  United  States  v.  Chilean  Nitrate  Sales  Corp.,  Cr.  106-14: 
Indictment  in  three  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  on  September  1,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  seven  corporations  and  17  of  their  officers  charging  a  con- 
spiracy  to  restrain,  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize,  and  monopolization  of, 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  nitrate  of  soda,  a  fertilizer.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  entered  into  agreements  by  which 
uniform  prices  and  terms  were  fixed  for  the  sale  of  all  bulk  and  bag 
NITRATE  OF  SODA  produced  in  the  United  States  or  imported  from 
Chile.  In  view  of  the  consent  decree  entered  in  Case  No.  613,  on  June 
3,  1941,  15  defendants  (Allied  Chemical  and  Dye  Corp.,  two  of  its 
subsidiaries  and  12  of  its  officers)  were  nolle  prossed.  On  November  3, 
1941,  the  indictment  was  noil  prossed  at  the  request  of  the  Secretary 
of  State  against  one  defendant  corporation  which  claimed  to  be  an 
agency  of  the  Chilean  Government.  On  August  28,  1942,  one  defend- 
ant corporation  pleaded  nolo  contendere  as  to  all  counts;  five  other 
defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  as  to  count  1  and  were  nolle 
prossed  on  counts  2  and  3;  and  two  other  defendants  were  nolle 
prossed  on  all  three  counts.    There  have  been  no  further  proceedings. 

458.  United  States  v.  E.  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours  and  Co.,  Cr. 
106-15:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
September  1,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  four 
corporations,  and  15  of  their  officers,  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  SYNTHETIC 
AMMONIA  SOLUTIONS,  used  in  preparing  commercial  mixed  fer- 
tilizers. The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  fixed  uniform  prices 
and  terms,  based  upon  units  of  synthetic  ammonia  and  of  nitrogen 
and  that  defendants  cut  prices  to  discourage  potential  competitors, 
obtained  exclusive  sales  agency  agreements  from  small-volume  pro- 
ducers, and  purchased  synthetic  ammonia  solutions  from  other  small- 
volume  producers  at  arbitrary  prices  to  discourage  plant  expansion. 
1  ne  indictment  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  all  defendants  June  3,  1941  in 
view  of  the  consent  decree  entered  in  Case  No.  613. 

"^59.  United  States  v.  Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp.,  Cr. 
106-16:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
September  1,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  four 
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corporations  and  22  officers  of  the  corporations,  charging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and 
commerce  in  SULPHATE  OF  AMMONIA,  CAL-NITRO,  AND 
CHAMON,  all  NITROGEN-BEARING  FERTILIZERS.  The  in- 
dictment charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  uniform  prices  per 
unit  of  nitrogen  content  at  certain  ports  and  inland  points,  and  adjusted 
freight  charges  so  that  the  delivered  prices  to  consumers  would  be 
uniform.  The  indictment  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  certain  defendants 
June  3,  1941,  in  view  of  the  consent  decree  entered  in  Case  No.  613, 
and  was  later  nolle  prossed  as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 

460.  United  States  v.  Local  Union  No.  639  of  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  and  Helpers  of 
America,  Cr.  64706:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
October  12,  1939  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  Local  Union 
No.  639,  four  representatives  thereof,  and  the  Washington  representa- 
tive of  the  International  Brotherhood.  The  indictment  charges  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  trade  and  commerce  in  BUILDING  CONSTRUC- 
TION in  the  District  of  Columbia  by  compelling  companies  operating 
"mixer"  concrete  trucks  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  means  of 
strikes,  boycotts  and  violence,  to  employ  as  drivers  and  operators  only 
members  of  the  defendant  Union  and  to  breach  contracts  between 
those  companies  and  the  International  Union  of  Operating  Engineers 
Local  No.  71.  On  March  26,  1940,  the  Court  overruled  defendants' 
demurrer  to  the  indictment  and  denied  their  alternative  motion  to 
quash  (32  F.  Supp.  594).  Trial  of  the  case  commenced  on  April  24, 
1940,  and  on  May  6,  1940  the  Court  directed  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as 
to  all  defendants. 

461.  United  States  v.  Association  of  American  Railroads,  Civil 
4551 :  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on 
October  25,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  alleging  that  the  Asso- 
ciation of  American  Railroads,  20  officers  and  directors  thereof,  245 
railroad  and  other  corporations,  one  unincorporated  railroad  company, 
all  members  of  the  Association,  and  one  individual  defendant  combined 
and  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  by  agreeing 
not  to  extend  to  motor  carriers  the  same  cooperation  in  the  TRANS- 
PORTATION OF  FREIGHT  AND  PASSENGERS  customarily  ex- 
tended to  each  other,  and  by  refusing  to  establish  joint  and  through 
fares  for  passengers,  and  joint  and  through  rates  for  freight  on  loaded 
trucks,  trailers,  truck  bodies,  and  containers.  An  injunction  against 
the  practices  complained  of  was  sought.  Defendant's  motion  to  dis- 
miss upon  the  ground  the  case  had  become  moot  was  overruled  by 
the  court  on  December  3,  1940  (36  F.  Supp.  225).  The  case  was  dis- 
missed as  to  certain  defendants  on  July  18,  1941,  and  a  consent  decree 
enjoining  the  practices  charged  in  the  complaint  was  entered  on  that 
date  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  9th  ed.  If  52,631 ) . 

462.  United  States  v.  William  L.  Hutcheson,  Cr.  21231 :  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  November  3, 
1939,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  four  individuals,  charg- 
ing a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce in  BEER  and  other  products,  and  also  in  the  construction  of 
buildings  and  installation  of  fixtures  used  in  the  manufacture  of  beer. 
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by  the  use  of  STRIKES,  BOYCOTTS,  AND  PICKETING.  The  in- 
dictment alleged  that  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  to  compel  a 
brewery  to  employ  members  of  the  United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters 
and  Joiners  of  America,  instead  of  members  of  the  International  Asso- 
ciation of  Machinists,  to  install  machinery.  The  four  defendants  filed 
separate  demurrers,  which  the  Court  upheld  on  March  29,  1940,  on  the 
ground  that  boycotts  and  picketing  do  not  directly  restrain  interstate 
commerce,  and  that  labor  unions  under  the  provisions  of  the  Clayton 
and  Norris-LaGuardia  Acts  are  immune  from  prosecution  for  jurisdic- 
nonal  strikes  in  which  only  lawful  means  are  employed  (32  F.  Supp. 
600).  On  appeal  by  the  United  States,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  the  District  Court,  holding  that,  under  the  Clayton  and 
Norris-LaGuardia  Acts,  jurisdictional  strikes  are  not  unlawful  so  long 
as  there  is  no  combination  with  non-labor  groups  (312  U.  S.  219). 

463.  United  States  v.  Wine,  Liquor  and  Distillery  Workers 
Union  Local  No.  20244,  Civil  6-251 :  Complaint  under  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  on  November  9,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  for  the  (S.  D. 
M*  oloA^A^^''^^  ^r^  ^^"^'  Liquor,  and  Distillery  Workers  Union,  Local 
No.  Z0Z44,  and  five  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce  in  wine  bottled  in  California  by  compelling 
retail  distributors  in  New  York  City,  through  intimidation  and  threats 
of  picketing,  to  refrain  from  selling  CALIFORNIA  WINE,  and  by 
preventing  wholesale  distributors  within  the  city  from  purchasing 
California  wine  and  selling  it  to  the  retail  distributors.  On  Novem- 
ber 9,  1939   a  consent  decree  was  entered,  perpetually  enjoining  the 

V^KA^1^  ^l^l^^'l/^^JJ  ^''^^  ^'9ulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed.  Vol.  3, 
TJ  25,474).    (See  No.  445.) 

464.  United  States  v.  Glaze-Rite  Co.,  Cr.  16681 :  Indictment  under 
bection  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  November  10,  1939,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio)  charging  that  three  corporations  engaged 
in  the  business  of  glazing,  erecting  and  selling  steel  sash  and  glass, 
ftve  officials  thereof,  three  officers  and  one  member  of  Painters' 
Decorators,  Paper  Hangers',  Glaziers'  Local  No.  181,  and  one  associa- 
tion conspired  to  prevent,  by  intimidation  and  violence,  competition 
trom  other  glaziers  in  Cuyahoga  County,  and  the  shipment  into 
AD^-^T^f^T^e  "^^  *"  interstate  commerce  of  FACTORY-GLAZED 
ARTICLES  and  fixtures  for  use  therein.  The  indictment  charges  that 
the  defendants  have  obtained  a  monopoly  of  the  business  of  glazing  in 
Cleveland.  On  November  21,  1939,  eleven  of  the  defendants  pleaded 
not  guilty.  All  defendants  except  three  as  to  whom  the  action  had 
peen  abated  or  dismissed  pleaded  guilty  November  9,  1941  and  fines 
in  the  total  amount  of  $5,750  were  imposed. 

465.  United  States  v.  General  Petroleum  Corp.  of  California, 
Cr.  14149  M:  Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  No- 
vember 14,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  39  cor- 
porations, including  all  major  and  secondary  companies  and  the 
majority  of  independents  in  the  petroleum  industry  in  the  Pacific  Coast 
area,  and  two  incorporated  associations  of  oil  companies  operating 
therein,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
trade  and  commerce  in  gasoline.  The  indictment  charges  that  defend- 
ants artificially  raised  and  maintained  prices  by  purchasing  gasoline 
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from  independents  at  more  than  the  market  price,  to  discourage  their 
competition  and  induce  them  to  restrict  production.  Various  de- 
murrers and  motions  for  bills  of  particulars  were  filed.  On  February 
13,  1940,  all  demurrers  were  overruled  (33  F.  Supp.  95)  and  on  May  21, 

1940,  the  motions  were  denied  as  to  all  except  a  few  particulars.  All 
defendants  pleaded  not  guilty.  Thirty-eight  defendants  withdrew  their 
pleas  of  not  guilty,  and  pleaded  nolo  contendere.  Fines  aggregating 
$84,500  were  imposed  and  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  the  remaining 
three  defendants. 

466.  United  States  v.  Long  Island  Sand  and  Gravel  Producers* 
Ass'n,  Cr.  106-229;  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  on  November  22,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  the  Association,  its  secretary,  the  eight  corporations  which 
compose  its  membership,  and  11  officers  of  the  corporations,  charging 
that  defendants  combined  and  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  in  sand  and  gravel  sold  in  New  York,  Connecticut,  and 
New  Jersey.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  fixed  high 
uniform  prices,  raising  the  price  of  sand  approximately  35%,  and  of 
GRAVEL  approximately  20%,  over  prices  prevailing  before  the  con- 
spiracy, and  arranged  for  their  competitors  to  similarly  form  an  asso- 
ciation to  raise  prices.  On  May  24,  1940,  the  Association  and  its  eight 
corporate  members  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  and  fines  totaling 
$50,000  were  imposed.  A  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  the  same  day 
as  to  all  of  the  individual  defendants.    (See  Nos.  527  and  565.) 

467.  United  States  v.  Wheeling  Tile  Co.,  Cr.  25537:  Indict- 
ment under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  Decem- 
ber 5,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  charging  eight  tile 
corporations,  three  incorporated  tile  contractors'  associations,  two 
labor  unions,  and  35  individuals  with  conspiring  to  prevent  the  ship- 
ment of  tile  in  interstate  commerce  to  any  contractor  in  the  Detroit 
area  not  a  member  of  the  defendant  associations.  It  was  charged  that 
the  purpose  was  to  give  members  of  the  associations  a  monopoly  of 
the  purchase  of  tile  in  the  Detroit  area  and  to  force  independent  tile 
contractors  in  that  area  out  of  business  by  preventing  them  from 
purchasing  TILE  and  procuring  UNION  LABOR.  On  July  9,  10, 
12,  18  and  22,  1940,  all  but  one  of  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo 
contendere  and  fines  totaling  $62,017  were  imposed.    On  October  31, 

1941,  the  indictment  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  the  remaining  defendant. 
(See  No.  545.) 

468.  United  States  v.  Voluntary  Code  of  Heating,  Piping  and 
Air  Conditioning  Industry  for  Allegheny  County,  Pa.,  Civil  No.  698 : 
Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  December  8,  1939,  in  the 
District  Court  (W.  D.  Pa.)  against  the  Voluntary  Code,  16  other  cor- 
porations, one  incorporated  contractors'  association,  one  labor  union, 
and  30  individuals,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  sale  and  installation  of  HEAT- 
ING EQUIPMENT.  The  complaint  alleged  discriminations  against 
contractors  and  builders  not  members  of  the  Voluntary  Code,  and 
against  contractors  and  builders  purchasing  heating  equipment  from 
manufacturers  or  dealers  not  members  of  the  Voluntary  Code.  It  was 
further  alleged  that  the  Voluntary  Code  operated  a  bid  depository  to 
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control  prices.  The  Court  was  requested  to  declare  void  agreements 
between  the  Union,  the  Voluntary  Code,  and  the  contractors'  associa- 
tion, relating  to  a  bid  depository  and  the  limitation  of  employment 
of  the  Union  s  workers  to  members  of  the  Voluntary  Code  or  the 
association     On  December  8,  1939,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  ^rant- 

?A  ^J'^o^i'fL?''"^^^  (^^"  ^''^^^  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed. 
Vol.  3,  II  25,355). 

469.     United  States  v.  Hartford-Empire  Co.,  Civil  4426 :     Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of 

/x?  ^^1^^^/'''^  ^^"""^  ""^  December  11,  1939,  in  the  District  Court 
(I\.  U,  Uhio)  against  10  corporations  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
glassware  and  glass  containers  or  controlling  patents  on  glass-making 
machinery,  a  trade  association  of  glass  manufacturers  and  101  in- 
dividuals. The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  conspired  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  by  securing  a  monopoly  of  patents  covering  auto- 
matic glass-making  machinery;  unreasonably  restricted  the  production 
and  distribution  of  such  machinery ;  allocated  the  products  to  be  manu- 
factured by  each  defendant  manufacturer  between  container  and 
non-contamer  fields ;  and  by  their  monopoly  were  able  to  maintain  non- 
competitive pnces.  On  October  18,  1940,  the  court  overruled  defend- 
ants motions  for  entry  of  consent  decrees  and  dismissal  of  the  action 
??  ^?;r*^^^^^/?°^  covered  by  the  proposed  decrees  (1  F.  R.  D  424) 
Un  May  9,  1941,  the  court  entered  an  interlocutory  order  impounding 
royalties  payable  under  a  contract  between  Hartford- Empire  Co.  and 
Hazel- Atlas  Glass  Co.  Trial  of  the  case  began  on  March  3,  1941.  and 
on  August  25,  1942.  the  court  held  that  defendants  had  violated  the 
bherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act,  that  a  receiver  to 
operate  Hartford-Empire  pending  final  determination  of  the  cause 
should  be  immediately  appointed,  and  that  a  decree  should  be  entered 
pving  comprehensive  relief,  including  unrestricted  compulsory,  royalty- 
free  licensing  under  defendants'  present  patents  and  patent  applica- 
tions (46  F.  Supp  541).  Final  judgment  in  accordance  with  this 
holding  was  entered  on  October  8, 1942. 

.  On  defendants'  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  the  case  was  argued 
in  November  1943  and  the  propriety  of  the  judgment  was  reargued  in 
October  1944.  On  January  8.  1945,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the 
holding  that  defendants  had  violated  the  antitrust  laws;  held  that 
receivership  and  impounding  of  royalties  pendente  lite  had  not  been 
necessary  for  effective  relief  and  should  be  terminated ;  that  require- 
ment of  royalty-free  licensing  and  prohibition  against  leasing  of  de- 
jendants  patented  machines  were  improper,  but  that  defendants  should 
De  required  to  license  their  present  and  future  patents  in  certain  fields 
at  a  reasonable  royalty  and  without  discrimination  or  restriction  •  and 
tnat  It  was  proper  to  enjoin  defendants  from  bringing  suit  for  oast 
mfringement  of  their  patents  (323  U.  S.  386).  On  April  2,  1945  the 
supreme  Court  on  the  Government's  petition,  issued  an  opinion  clarify- 
ing Its  pnor  holding  in  important  respects  (324  U.  S.  570,  CCH  Trade 

sXT.''/'^r''''^^^^^^^  Decisions,  1[  57,319,  includes  both 

fnU^^  Court  opinions).  On  October  31,  1945,  the  district  court, 
ioiiowing  remand,  entered  a  final  judgment  certain  provisions  of  which 

On^E^-iT"m^i^^u  ^^•'^^.  "^^J?^  ^^y^"^  ^^^  Supreme  Court's  opinion! 
^n  April  3,  1946,  the  District  Court  held  that  royalties  paid  for  glass- 
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making  machinery  should  be  based  on  a  percentage  of  the  sales  price 
of  the  machines  and  that,  unless  the  parties  agreed  upon  royalties 
within  10  days,  a  master  to  determine  the  royalties  would  be  appointed 
(65  F.  Supp.  271,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  1(57,480).  A  special 
master  was  appomted  by  the  court  May  10,  1946,  and  a  preliminary 
hearing  was  held  June  27,  1946,  at  which  time  defendant  was  ordered 
to  furnish  patent  information  so  that  a  hearing  could  be  had  and 
findings  made  with  respect  to  reasonable  royalties.  The  hearing  before 
the  special  master  commenced  October  15,  1946.  On  November  14, 
1946,  the  Special  Master  ruled  that  the  value  of  Hartford's  patents 
was  a  prime  factor  in  determining  a  reasonable  royalty,  and  also  that  the 
Government  was  free  to  go  into  the  prior  act  to  attack  the  scope  of  the 
claims  of  Hartford's  patents,  "so  as  to  exclude  from  consideration 
in  the  matter  of  evaluating  the  patents  any  inventions  contained 
in  the  prior  act."  The  Master  also  ruled  that  the  Government  could 
not  attack  the  validity  of  any  of  the  patents,  even  for  the  purpose  of 
showmg  no  royalties  should  be  payable  thereon,  on  the  ground  that 
one  coordinate  branch  of  the  Government  could  not  attack  the  validity 
of  patents  issued  by  another  coordinate  branch  of  the  Government. 
On  January  20,  1947,  the  Master  further  held  that  the  Government  had 
waived  any  right  to  attack  the  validity  of  Hartford's  patents,  by  virtue 
of  statements  made  by  Government  counsel  in  the  trial  of  the  anti- 
trust suit  and  by  its  position  and  the  court's  position  in  subsequent 
proceedings,  including  the  Supreme  Court's  opinion  in  which  the 
patents  were  assumed  to  be  valid. 

On  Majr  23,  1947,  an  order  was  entered  approving  settlements  be- 
tween the  Government  and  Hartford-Empire.  The  settlement  provides 
that  Hartford  must  change  its  distribution  system  and  sell  outright, 
upon  demand,  its  current  lines  of  glass-making  machinery  to  glass 
container  manufacturers  instead  of  leasing  the  machines ;  it  also  fixes 
the  maximum  royalties  to  be  charged  for  patents.  A  further  provision 
requires  Hartford  to  dedicate  to  the  public,  as  of  October  31,  1950, 
three  of  its  basic  patents  covering  glass  feeders.  (CCH  1946-1947 
Trade  Cases  ^S7,S7\,) 

Separate  settlement  agreements  were  entered  into  with  Owen- 
Illinois,  Hazel-Atlas,  Ball  Bros.,  and  Lynch,  under  which  glass-making 
machine  patents  have  been  made  available  to  the  public  at  royalty 
rates  designed  to  encourage  their  use. 

470.  United  States  v.  Engineering  Survey  and  Audit  Co.,  Inc.. 
Cr.  19853:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
on  December  12,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  charging  the 
Engineering  Survey  and  Audit  Company,  Inc.,  seven  electrical  con- 
tracting corporations,  an  unincorporated  association  of  electrical  con- 
tractors, and  17  individuals,  with  combining  and  conspiring  to  eliminate 
competition  in  the  distribution  and  sale  in  interstate  commerce  of 
ELECTRICAL  MATERIALS,  and  in  the  installation  thereof  in  "com- 
mercial" work.  It  was  alleged  that  the  Engineering  Survey  and  Audit 
Company,  Inc.  kept  the  records  and  provided  an  office  for  a  "joint 
venture  arrangement"  whereby  defendants  arranged  collusive  bids  and 
established  high  prices  for  work  and  materials.  On  January  12,  1939, 
all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere.    The  contractors  association 
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Ti^   \T^^.iQ^'x^  ^^^  ^^^  remaining  defendants  were  fined  $100  each. 

471.  United  States  v.  Sheet  Metal  Ass'n,  Inc.,  Cr.  19854:  Indict- 
.l!*"^"." •  "■  ^'''  Sherman  Act  returned  on  December  12,  1939,  in 
the  District  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  against  the  Sheet  Metal  Association, 
Inc.,  composed  of  corporations  and  individuals  engaged  in  sheet  metal 
rooting,  and  air  conditioning  work,  and  controlling  more  than  75% 
thereof  in  New  Orleans.  The  indictment  charges  participation  by  de- 
fendants in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
trade  and  commerce  in  SHEET  METAL  and  other  materials.  The 
indictment  also  charges  that  members  of  the  association  exchanged 
information  regarding  prospective  prices  for  specific  jobs,  added  per- 
=!k  t^^!-  "°''/^al  prices,  and  encouraged  withdrawal  of  low  bids  and 
^rir,«  n"  ^I'S^"^  Yf^'!t'l^^  artificially  raising  and  maintaining 
prices.  On  February  5  1940,  the  defendant  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  was  fined  $1,000.    (See  No.  490.)  icnuerc, 

Inr  *?;  ^^^^i  ^*^**!''-  ^*"  Francisco  Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n, 
inc.,  Cr.  26823-R:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  on  December  18,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D  Calif  \ 
against  two  incorporated  electrical  contractors'  associations,  two  elec- 

rirp  Ttr^'^fc*""'^^'  ^^^'"  ''^*'*^*i?J  contracting  corporations,  the  Elec- 
S  \"'^"^*'^y  Depository  of  California,  Inc.,  and  36  individuals.    De- 

^w.toLT'"^  *7''*  ^'^^  combining  and  conspiring  in  restraint  of 
TPtr A  T  i^^'„i"'^A^x^?J"i5'""  ^y  artificially  raising  prices  of  ELEC- 
k-h!F^^ 0^°^^..^^^  EQUIPMENT  through  the  operation  of  a 
bid  depository    The  indictment  charges  that  by  threatening  to  deprive 

h?H.  ?/wJ?^i''""*'^  ""•°"  '^''°'''  contractors  were  coerced  into  filing 
,lr.1!  »    ^  depository  on  all  electrical  contract  work  and  independ- 

f^nH^n*  ^^  !  nVJ  ^°"??,'^  '"'^  J"'"'"?  th«  associations.  All  de- 
motion, fnrK?i*  Cal'fornia  Electric  Company,  Inc.,  filed  demurrers  and 

was  retutn^H  ^°  P  M*'^  cn%?-  °"  ^""^'^  ^'  ^^-  ^  ^^^°''^  indictment 
2?H  r  ^^^'^  ^°-  ^°?l  ^*  *  "■«"'*  o^  which  all  motions,  pleas 

and  demurrers  were  removed  from  the  calendar. 

473.  United  States  v.  San  Francisco  Hardwood  Floor  Con- 
factors  Ass'n.  Cr.  26824-S:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  on  December  20,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D 
ritl';^  ^?^'"^*  *^f  ^^"  Francisco  Hardwood  Floor  Contractors'  Asso- 
ciation. Its  president,  the  Hardwood  Floor  Institute,  Inc.,  and  14  of 
nt.r^,^1";  *!4  '"^'?^  ^  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  hardwood  flooring.  The  indictment 
Charges  that  defendants  attempted  to  fix  unreasonably  high  prices  for 
;„*;i"*c^  ^*J!.''"'  alteration,  and  repair  of  HARDWOOD  FLOORING 
he  H,!h"  a''^^^  Bay  Area.  The  indictment  further  charges  that 
Pare?fm1r  ^°%  l"^*""*'-  ?"<=:'  incorporated  by  defendants,  pre- 
?o  the  He  1  w  •P"*'*-l'-'*''  ^"P«'^«s^d  bidding,  and  compelled  adherence 
wer^  wL^  imposition  of  fines.  It  was  also  charged  that  contractors 
memhlr.  An  ^a'?  *^^*  Association  by  denial  of  union  labor  to  non- 
members.    All  defendants  entered  pleas  of  not  guilty     These  were 

5  as'TnVo"  ^^f  I  '"'  'I'  jK'^y  ^»  ^"t  tS"ee  ^defenSfmsTud 
as^«-.i        °  contendere  substituted.     Fines  totalling  $11,635  were 

dism?ssedirro*tK^''  defendants.    On  April  16,  194|  the 'case  wis 
"•smissed  as  to  the  remaining  three  defendants.    (See  Nos.  474,  591.) 
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474.  United  States  v.  E.  L.  Bruce  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  26825-W:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  December  20, 
1939,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  five  corporations  deal- 
ing in  HARDWOOD  FLOORING  as  wholesalers,  five  officers  of  the 
corporations,  and  three  individual  wholesalers.  Defendants  were 
charged  with  combining  and  conspiring  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  by  fixing  uniform,  non-competitive,  and  unreasonably  high 
prices  for  hardwood  flooring  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  On 
February  14,  1941,  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  one  corporate  defend- 
ant and  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere.  Fines 
totalling  $8,250  were  imposed.    (See  Nos.  473  and  591). 

475.  United  States  v.  Cadillac  Electric  Supply  Co.,  Cr.  25579: 

Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  December 
22,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  13  incorporated 
jobbers  of  electrical  supplies  in  the  Detroit  area,  and  19  corporate 
officers.  Defendants  were  charged  with  having  combined  and  con- 
spired to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  ELECTRICAL 
SUPPLIES  by  fixing  and  controlling  prices  therefor  and  dictating  the 
terms  for  the  sale  thereof.  On  January  8,  1941,  all  defendants  pleaded 
nolo  contendere.    Fines  totalling  $39,262  were  imposed. 

476.  United  States  v.  Plumbing  and  Heating  Industries  Admin- 
istrative Ass*n,  Inc.,  Civil  5226:  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  on  December  22,  1939,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the 
Plumbing  and  Heating  Industries  Administrative  Association,  Inc.,  and 
11  officers  who  were  contractors  or  representatives  of  labor  unions, 
alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce in  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  complaint  alleges  that  by 
various  means,  including  threats  of  withdrawal  and  withdrawal  of 
UNION  LABOR  from  their  employ,  contractor  members  were  forced 
to  use  a  bid  depository  in  submitting  bids  for  labor  and  PLUMBING 
AND  HEATING  MATERIALS,  and  contractors  who  were  not  mem- 
bers were  forced  to  join  the  Association.  On  the  same  day  a  consent 
decree  was  entered  dissolving  the  Association  and  enjoining  operation 
of  the  combination  as  alleged  or  any  similar  practices  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed.  Vol.  3,  If  25,363). 

477.  United  States  v.  Union  Painters  Administrative  Ass'n,  Inc., 
Civil  5225 :  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  December  22, 
1939,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  Union  Painters  Admin- 
istrative Association,  Inc.,  composed  of  painting  contractors  who  em- 
ploy union  labor,  one  corporation,  and  six  individuals.  It  was  alleged 
that  defendants  combined  and  conspired  to  restrain  trade  and  com- 
merce in  the  District  of  Columbia  by  eliminating  competitive  bidding 
among  painting  contractors  through  the  use  of  a  depository  for  sub- 
mitting bids  for  LABOR  and  PAINTING  MATERIALS  and  that 
members  who  refused  to  obey  the  Association's  rules  were  coerced  by 
fines,  threats  of  withdrawal,  and  withdrawal  of  union  labor  from  their 
employ.  On  the  same  day  a  consent  decree  was  entered  dissolving  the 
Association  and  enjoining  operation  of  the  combination  as  alleged, 
or  any  similar  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed. 
Vol.  3,  1125,364). 
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COOT  A  United  States  v.  Excavators  Administrative  Ass'n,  Inc.,  Civil 
5227 :  Complamt  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  December  22  1939 
in  the  District  Court  (D.  C)  against  the  Excavators  Administrative 
Association,  Inc.,  and  its  members,  composed  of  three  corporations  and 
W  individuals,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
trade  and  commerce  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  It  was  alleged  that 
defendants  eliminated  competition  by  the  operation  of  a  depository  in 
submitting  bids  for  LABOR  and  building  materials.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  contractor  members  were  forced  to  submit  bids  for  ap- 
proval by  a  system  of  fines,  threats  of  withdrawal,  and  withdrawal  of 
union  labor  from  their  employ.  On  the  same  day  a  consent  decree 
was  entered  dissolving  the  Association  and  enjoining  operation  of 
the  combination  as  alleged,  or  any  similar  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regu- 
lation Reports,  Vol.  3,  If  25,365) .  ^ 

r    otl^o  United  States  v.  Master  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  San  Francisco. 
cr.  25848-S :    Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 

fi?  ^^""T^^^i^^'  ^^^^/  i"  ^^^  ^^^^"^^  C^"^^  (N.  D.  Calif.),  charging 
A  ^^'^V'  ?i^'l^'^^^  Association  of  San  Francisco,  one  labor  union. 
an0  J8  individuals  with  combining  and  conspiring  to  restrain  interstate 
trade  and  commerce.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  coerced 
plastering  contractors,  by  threats  of  depriving  them  of  union  labor,  to 
T^  ?  A  A'^i^P'^l'^^''^'  operated  by  the  Association  in  submitting  bids 
for  LABOR  and  materials.  It  is  also  charged  that  as  a  result,  labor 
costs  and  costs  of  PLASTER  AND  GYPSUM  shipped  in  interstate 
commerce  into  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  have  been  raised, 
un  April  6  1943,  the  association  and  the  union  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere, total  fines  being  imposed  of  $3,000.  The  remaining  defendants 
were  dismissed.  ^ 

ur.A'^^?u  ^/'^^^^  States  y.  Joseph  E.Sirrine,Cr.  8019:  Information 
?w  n  c^  Sherman  Act  filed  on  January  2,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
KW.  u.  ^.  c.)  charging  five  individuals  with  combining  and  conspiring 
to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  PRINT-CLOTHS  The 
'7^^^^*''"^?^^^^  ^^.f  defendants  acted  as  a  committee  in  charge 
nit  L""^-^^^^^  Curtailment  Program"  by  inducing  mills  representing 
over  95  per  cent  of  all  looms  in  the  industry  to  reduce  production 
dunng  the  period  from  June  21,  1939  to  September  8,  1939,  in  order  to 
T.?ll^  ^"^^^  ^"^  prevent  normal  competition.  It  was  also  charged 
that  the  institution  of  the  curtailment  program  was  publicized,  but 
participating  mills  were  urged  to  keep  termination  of  the  program 
secret  in  order  to  stimulate  an  artificial  demand  for  print-cloths     On 

?n°;dtl'c^%?kao7goJ.^^^"^^"^  ''-'-'  -'«  conUerelnd  w^as 

Conft!!.;^  ^''^ ^f  ^*^.*^*  T-  New  Orleans  Chapter,  Associated  General 
Isl^T  ?^  ^T-^.  ]!^^'*  ^'^^^^V  ^^'"Plaint  filed  on  January 
ChJ^'  A  ^K^^s^"ct  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  against  the  New  Orleans 
^pter.  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America,  Inc.,  alleging 


United  SUtes  v.  New  Orleans  Chapter. 
AKodated  General  Contractor*  of  America. 
«c. :  tadlctment  brought  on  Dec.  2.  I93f, 
T?  ;"*  ^*«trlct  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  under  18 
p- .f •  C.  88  a»d  Section  9  of  the  Emergency 
Brfi  .  ^^  charging  defendants  with  con- 
spiring to  defraud   the   United   States   by 


diverting  funds  authorized  for  Louisiana 
Jot  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendants. 
The  cause  was  dismissed  as  to  one  defend- 
ant and  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $5,000 
were  Imposed. 
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that  the  defendant  Association  and  some  of  its  members  were  engaged 
in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in 
BUILDING  MATERIALS.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant 
Association  required  its  members  to  add  to  their  bids  on  construction 
work  amounts  determined  by  the  Association,  to  be  distributed  on  the 
award  of  a  contract  to  unsuccessful  bidders  and  to  the  Association. 
On  January  15,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  defend- 
ant and  its  members  from  continuing  the  combination  and  conspiracy. 

482.  United  States  v.  Building  and  Construction  Trades  Council 
of  New  Orleans,  Cr.  19865 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  on  January  15,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
La.)  against  the  Building  and  Construction  Trades  Council  of  New 
Orleans,  Louisiana,  21  member  unions,  and  22  business  agents  of  the 
defendant  unions,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  building  materials  and  fixtures  in  the 
New  Orleans  area.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  refuse  to 
accept  shipments  of  BUILDING  MATERIALS  and  fixtures  con- 
signed to  projects  where  members  of  defendant  unions  are  employed, 
when  such  shipments  are  transported  in  vehicles  operated  by  drivers 
other  than  members  of  the  defendant  International  Brotherhood  of 
Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  and  Helpers  of  America,  Local 
Union  No.  270.  On  May  31,  1940,  all  defendants  filed  demurrers  and 
alternative  motions  to  quash  the  indictment.  On  November  27,  1940, 
one  individual  pleaded  nolo  contendere.  On  February  26,  1941,  the 
District  Court  sustained  defendant's  demurrer  to  the  indictment  and 
dismissed  the  indictment.  On  appeal  of  the  United  States,  the  Su- 
preme Court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  per  curiam 
(313  U.S.  539). 

483.  United  States  v.  Mosaic  Tile  Co.,  Cr.  32027:  Indictment 
under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  15,  1940,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  10  corporations  manufacturing  tile,  four  tile 
contracting  corporations,  the  Chicago  Mantel  &  Tile  Contractors' 
Association,  the  Ceramic,  Mosaic  &  Encaustic  Tile  Layers  Local  Union 
No.  67  of  the  Bricklayers',  Masons'  &  Plasterers'  International  Union  of 
America,  and  25  individuals  including  six  representatives  of  a  joint 
arbitration  board  composed  of  members  of  the  defendant  association 
and  defendant  union.  The  indictment  charges  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  tiles  by  preventing 
competing  tile  contractors  from  purchasing  TILES  manufactured  out- 
side Illinois  for  shipment  into  the  Chicago  area.  Demurrers  of  the 
Government  to  defendants'  special  pleas  in  bar  were  sustained  on  May 
2,  1940,  and  all  defendants  were  arraigned  and  pleaded  not  guilty. 
Subsequently  the  pleas  of  not  guilty  were  withdrawn  and  all  defend- 
ants pleaded  nolo  contendere.  On  July  10,  1940,  fines  totalling  $20,021, 
were  imposed.    (See  Nos.  533  and  b36.) 

484.  United  States  v.  Arthur  Morgan  Trucking  Co.,  Cr.  21-386: 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 

January  23,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  the  Arthur 
lorgan  Trucking  Co.,  Arthur  L.  Morgan,  its  president.  Local  No.  600 
of  the  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen 
and  Helpers,  and  three  members  of  the  union.    The  indictment  charges 
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fn/^rcfof   ."^I,*^  combmmg  and  conspiring  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  HAULING  materials  and  supplies 
n".t  nl'"^.l''!i^*/"^i'''''  materials,  by  attempts  to  eliminate  haulers  com- 
peting with  defendant  company  in  hauling  construction  materials  and 
other  commodities.     It  was  further  charged  that  competitors  were 

1h?^^  '^u''''T  ^^^'''*  ^"^  subjected  to  threats  and  intimidation,  that 
individual  haulers  were  deprived  of  union  membership,  and  that  fleet 
owners  were  b^ck-hsted,  subjected  to  sabotage,  and  deprived  of  ex- 
^cnZ^'f  ^^^??*  ^"  December  3,  1940,  all  def;ndants  pleaded  nofo 
contendere.     Fines  totalling  $12,006  were  imposed.    (See  No.  568.) 

^nf^lft    y^S-^!^  States  V.  International  Longshoremen's  Ass'n,  Cr. 

T^nlrJ^^  10^""'^  ^.^"^i?"  ^  ^^  '^^  S^^^'"^"  Act  returned  on 

January  23,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen  s  Association,  a  labor  union  affiliated  with  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  three  local  unions  affiliated  with  the 

fn;r!!;  •''"'  ^1"^  '^  "T?"  °®^^^^"'  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  LUMBER 
shipped  into  New  York  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  inter- 
InH  l7v.  shipments  of  lumber  by  the  use  of  blacklists,  strikes,  threats 
memw!''  f  ^^f  ^' /'^  ^.^^^^  ^oioTce  retail  lumber  dealers  to  replace 
members  of  a  local  union  affiliated  with  the  Congress  of  Industrial 
Organizatrons  with  members  of  defendant  unions.^  On  Februaiy  11 
1^41,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all  defendants.  ' 

fro.*!?^*  A^I^^^^^o  *^*f^  ^-  Heating,  Piping  and  Air  Conditioning  Con- 
S?cdons1\?d  2  ^^T'^  CaHfomia,  Cr.  14259.Y:  Indictment^unL 
sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  26.  1940  in 

labofunion  n"''  ^^-  ^:  ^^^^^'K^^^^^^''  ^  contractors  associatioVone 
ton  o^      '  11.  corporations,  and  62  individuals,  charging  a  combina- 

HFATTMP " pPimYrri"  !f|.V?4."'  ^^  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 

mc  eou^St^v  an^  air  condition- 

t^o.  f  9^i  ^^^^/^'PP^^  ''^^^  California.  The  indictment  charges 
eSu  nltnt^'"i'  "f  n  ^.  ^^^  ^^F^^^^ory  to  control  contract  prices  for 
to  deSn^  ^"^tallation  work,  prevented  contractors  not  belonging 
eauinirnt  .  f  ."^^^fi^^'^  ^'•^"^  obtaining  union  labor,  supplies  and 
rmrnnnlv  ^^a'"  ""u^^'  ^""^^  attempted  to  restrain  trade  and  create 
AoTn  1?  .L  7^  m^  P'^'^r J  ^^^  ^"^^"^^  ^^  *^  9  defendants,  on 
dFflLL  ^  ^1'  ^^^'  ^"  J^^y  20,  1940,  the  demurrers  of  various 
lu Iv  ift  lo/i''  ,^tJ"^»ctment  were  overruled  (33  F.  Supp.  978).  On 
&  ;  ^^^  ^"/^?  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  to 
nncii'"  "^""ca"^^  ^/  ^^/  »n<lictment  and  fines  totalling  $10,044  were  im- 
posed on  50  defendants.  The  second  count  of  the  indictment  wTs 
dismissed  as  to  all  defendants.    (See  No.  628.)  ^naictment  was 

Toinl^^'  .^a'^^"^'  ^^^^^^  ""'  '^^^  ^""'^^^  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and 
Joiners  of  America,  Cr.  32068 :    Indictment  under  the  Sherman  Act 

Th'^'n  ^.^!1  ?'^^"7  1'  ^^^'  i"  ^h^  District  Court  (R  D  111 ^ag^^^ 
The  United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners  of  AmericaTdis- 

charVir^  ^"^  K- ^'.^^  ""^^!J  "^^'^''"^  therewith,  and  five  union  officiais, 
cnarging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade 

that  d^.7.T'?  '"  ^°"^^!.'  ^'  PLYWOOD.    The  indictment  charges 

rom  .in"'^^"*'/"u."'P.'^^  '^  P'^^^"^  *^^  K^^^^^  Plywood  Corporation 
trom  selling  and  shipping  out  of  the  state  PLYWOOD  manufactured 
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in  the  State  of  Washington  by  calling  strikes  of  employees  of  purchas- 
ers and  users,  and  by  ordering  members  of  the  United  Brotherhood 
not  to  work  on  products  manufactured  by  the  Harbor  Plywood  Cor- 
poration. It  was  alleged  that  the  purpose  of  the  combination  was  to 
destroy  the  Plywood  and  Veneer  Workers  Union,  Local  2521  of  the 
International  Woodworkers  of  America,  a  rival  of  defendant  unions 
selected  by  employees  of  the  Harbor  Plywood  Corporation  as  their 
sole  bargaining  agent.  On  May  14,  1940,  all  defendants  filed  separate 
demurrers.  On  February  7,  1941,  the  Court  rendered  a  memorandum 
opinion  sustaining  the  demurrers  on  the  authority  of  United  States  v. 
Hutcheson  (Case  No.  462).  In  a  per  curium  opinion,  the  Supreme 
Court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  (313  U.  S.  539). 

488.  United  States  v.  Chicago  and  Cook  County  Building  and 
Construction  Trades  Council,  Cr.  32069 :  Indictment  under  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  on  February  1,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
111.)  against  the  Chicago  and  Cook  County  Building  and  Construction 
Trades  Council,  a  local  union  of  stone  cutters  and  Journeyman  Stone 
Cutters  Association  of  North  America,  Chicago  Local,  seven  union 
officials,  three  contracting  corporations  and  five  individual  contractors, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  in  fabricated  LIMESTONE.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  attempted  to  prevent  purchases  of  limestone  quarried 
and  fabricated  in  Indiana  for  use  in  the  Chicago  area,  by  causing  con- 
tractors and  members  of  labor  organizations  affiliated  with  the  Trades 
Council  to  refuse  to  work  on  building  construction  using  limestone 
fabricated  in  Indiana.  All  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  and  the  trial 
commenced  May  12,  1941.  On  May  22,  1941,  the  jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict of  guilty  against  the  two  unions,  one  contracting  corporation  and 
six  individuals.  A  new  trial  was  allowed,  June  27,  1941,  as  to  certain 
defendants  and  motion  for  leave  to  reargue  the  motions  for  a  new  trial 
were  overruled  and  denied.  Retrial  of  the  case  began  November  30, 
1942  and  on  December  7,  1942  an  order  was  entered  sustaining  defend- 
ant's motion  for  a  directed  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  all  defendants. 

489.  United  States  v.  Contracting  Plasterers*  Ass'n  of  Long 
Beach,  Inc.,  Cr.  14262-4:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  on  February  2,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
Calif.)  against  three  associations  of  contractors,  two  associations  of 
dealers  in  plastering  materials  (one  of  which  succeeded  the  other), 
three  labor  unions,  nine  corporations  holding  membership  in  the  deal- 
ers' association,  and  74  individuals.  The  indictment  charges  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
by  preventing  or  restraining  the  sale,  in  the  Long  Beach  area,  of  plast- 
ering materials  by  non-members  of  defendant  dealers'  association. 
The  indictment  further  charges  defendants  with  preventing  or  re- 
straining the  purchase,  in  that  area,  of  PLASTERING  MATERIALS 
by  non-members  of  defendant  plasterers*  associations,  and  by  prevent- 
ing or  restraining  the  application  of  plastering  materials  by  non-mem- 
bers of  one  of  defendant  unions.  Defendants  were  charged,  among 
other  things,  with  the  use  of  strikes,  boycotts,  threats,  and  the  destruc- 
tion of  property  to  effectuate  their  purposes.  Demurrers  filed  by  var- 
ious defendants  were  overruled  in  an  opinion  rendered  on  July  20, 1940. 
On  July  10,  1941,  count  two  of  the  indictment  was  nolle  prossed  as  to 
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all  defendants  and  count  one  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  certain  defend- 
?7^c^*o^^^^^^^"  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  and  fines  totalling 
$7,512  were  imposed,  sentence  being  suspended  as  to  the  remainder. 

490.  United  States  v.  Sheet  Metal  Ass'n,  Civil  261 :  Complaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  February  5,  1940  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  against  the  Sheet  Metal  Association,  five 
member  corporations  and  10  individual  members,  alleging  participation 
by  defendants  in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state trade  and  commerce  in  SHEET  METAL  and  other  materials. 
It  IS  alleged  that  the  Association  is  composed  of  corporations  and  indi- 
viduals engaged  in  sheet  metal,  roofing,  and  air  conditioning  work, 
controlling  more  than  75%  thereof  in  New  Orleans.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  members  of  the  association  exchanged  information  re- 
garding prospective  prices  for  specific  jobs,  added  percentages  to  nor- 
"1  u-^[*^^l'  ^^^  encouraged  withdrawal  of  low  bids  and  substitution 
of  higher  bids,  thereby  artificially  raising  and  maintaining  prices.  On 
l^ebruary  5  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  the  practices 
alleged  {CCU  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  \  25,413). 
(bee  No.  471.)  »  m      »       / 

491.  United  States  v.  Beardslee  Chandelier  Mfg.  Co..  Cr.  32078: 
\a^}^^^^  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  February 
14,  1940,  m  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  five  corporations 
manufacturing  electrical  fixtures,  five  representatives  thereof,  the  In- 
ternational Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers,  Local  134,  and  six 
otticers  of  the  union,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  re- 
^V?i"^c°  ^"^^^state  trade  and  commerce  in  ELECTRICAL  FDC- 
lUKtb.  It  was  charged  that  the  purpose  of  the  conspiracy  was  to 
prevent  the  purchase  of  electrical  fixtures  manufactured  outside  of 
Illinois  for  shipment  into  the  Chicago  area  by  refusal  of  members  of 
the  defendant  union  to  install  fixtures  not  bearing  the  Union's  "fabri- 
cating label.  On  April  1,  1940,  and  May  23,  1943,  the  indictment  was 
dismissed  as  to  individual  defendants  who  were  deceased.  On  May 
1,  1^40,  the  defendant  union  and  its  indicted  officers  demurred  to  the 
indictment.  On  May  9,  1940,  the  remaining  defendants,  except  one 
corporation,  filed  demurrers  to  the  indictment  and  motions  to  quash. 
Un  oral  motion  of  the  Government,  the  indictment  was  dismissed,  on 
December  22, 1941,  as  to  all  defendants. 

f«v  J  n*  y*^*^^  .^*^*?^  ^  VL3xhoT  District  Chapter,  National  Elcc- 
tncal  Contractors'  Ass'n,  Cr.  14280.Y:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of 
^Q  ^^^A^?^^""^  returned  on  February  16,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
l^.  U.  Lahf.)  against  the  defendant  association,  one  labor  union  one 
corporation,  and  17  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspir- 

Vnjullf^^^  ^U"*^''l^^^^  trade  and  commerce  in  ELECTRICAL 
^gUIPMENT.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  operated  a 
bid  depository,  increased  and  controlled  the  costs  of  installation  of 
electncal  equipment  shipped  into  the  San  Pedro  area,  controlled  oer- 
lormance  of  contracts,  and  prevented  electrical  contractors  not  be- 
longing to  defendant  association  from  purchasing  equipment  and 
tiV^nlT^'l-n"'''?  ^^^'?'-  1  ^^"°;j'  defendants  filed  demurrers  and  mo- 
entel^'''  ^V"'  ""^  P?^ii^Vi^^S;  On  April  26,  1940,  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  as  to  one  individual  defendant.    The  demurrers  of  certain  of 
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the  defendants  were  overruled  July  20,  1940  (33  F.  Supp.  978).  On 
August  4  1941,  all  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and 
fines  totalling  $11,000  were  imposed.  On  August  11,  1941,  an  order 
was  entered  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  August  4,  1941,  modifying  judgment 
to  avoid  ambiguity.    (See  No.  629.)  J    s  j     b 

^Ao^n^^'  y^i*^^  S^^^^s  ^-  Southern  California  Marble  Ass'n,  Cr. 
il  t>r.?*.  ^"^ictment  under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  February 
16,  1940  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  Southern  Cali- 
tornia  Marble  Association,  seven  corporations  members  of  the  associa- 
tion, and  15  individuals  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  business  of  selling 
and  installing  MARBLE  in  the  Southern  California  area.  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  defendants  attempted  to  eliminate  competition  and 
control  prices  of  marble  by  various  means,  including  the  use  of  col- 
lusive bidding,  a  quota  system  for  association  members,  discrimination 
against  non-members,  threats  to  boycott  out-of-state  producers  selling 
to  non-members,  circulation  of  false  information  concerning  the  credit 
and  ability  of  non-members,  and  below-cost  sales.  On  May  20  1940 
an  order  of  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  one  individual.  On 
November  12  1940  all  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  fines  totalling  $14,000  were  imposed  on  December  10,  1940.  (See 
No.  567.)  ^ 

494.  United  States  v.  Southern  Pine  Ass'n,  Cr.  19903:  Indict- 
?i^".^r^^IJ^?'■  S^^ctions  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  February 
16,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  against  the  Southern  Pine 
Association,  a  corporation  furnishing  statistical  data,  a  trade-mark  and 
grade-mark  service  and  other  services,  to  manufacturers  of  southern 
pme  lumber  known  as  "subscribers,"  the  Southern  Pine  Lumber  Ex- 
change, an  association  dealing  in  LUMBER  STATISTICS,  and  the 
National  Association  of  Commission  Lumber  Salesmen,  a  corporation 
engaged  in  enforcing  a  "lumber  distribution  policy."  The  indictment 
charges  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  the  market  for  southern 
pine  lumber  by  fixing  prices,  restricting  production  and  distribution 
and  by  preventing  manufacturers  not  associated  with  defendants  from 
eng;aging  in  the  lumber  business.  It  was  further  charged  that  by 
various  means,  including  the  use  of  its  trade-mark  grade-mark  on 
lumber  and  misleading  promotional  campaigns,  the  Southern  Pine 
Association  secured  as  high  as  90%  of  the  southern  pine  lumber  mar- 
ket m  certain  trade  territories.  On  February  21,  1940,  the  defendants 
entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere.  The  Southern  Pine  Association  was 
lined  $10,000  and  the  other  two  defendants  $1,000  each.  (See  No  495 
and  also  227.) 

495.  United  States  v.  Southern  Pine  Ass'n,  Civil  275:  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  February  21  1940 
in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  against  the  Southern  Pine  Associa- 
tion, a  corporation  furnishing  statistical  data,  a  trade-mark  grade-mark 
service  and  other  services  to  manufacturers  of  southern  pine  lumber 
known  as  "subscribers",  the  Southern  Pine  Lumber  Exchange  an 
association  dealing  in  LUMBER  STATISTICS,  the  National  Associa- 
tion of  Commission  Lumber  Salesmen,  a  corporation  engaged  in  en- 


forcing a  "lumber  distribution  policy,"  and  40  lumber  manufacturing 
companies.  The  complaint  alleges  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce,  and  an  attempt  to  monopo- 
lize the  market  for  southern  pine  lumber  by  fixing  prices,  restricting 
production  and  distribution,  and  by  preventing  manufacturers  not 
associated  with  defendants  from  engaging  in  the  lumber  business.  It 
was  further  alleged  that  by  various  means,  including  the  use  of  its 
trade-mark  grade-mark  on  lumber  and  misleading  promotional  cam- 
paigns, the  Southern  Pine  Association  had  secured  as  high  as  90%  of 
the  southern  pine  lumber  market  in  certain  trade  territories.  On 
February  21,  1940,  a  consent  decrees  were  entered  enjoining  all  of  the 
alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3, 
If  25,394).  The  decree  was  modified  June  1,  1943,  pursuant  to  certifica- 
tion of  the  Chairman  of  the  War  Production  Board.  The  decree  was 
again  modified  on  May  28,  1948.    (See  No.  494.) 

496.  United  States  v.  Western  Pennsylvania  Sand  and  Gravel 
Ass'n,  Civil  780 :  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  February 
21,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Pa.)  against  the  defendant 
association,  its  secretary,  four  member  corporations  engaged  in  pro- 
ducing and  selling  SAND  and  GRAVEL,  and  eight  officers  of  the 
corporations,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  and  commerce.  The  complaint  alleges  price-fixing  by 
defendants  and  the  maintenance  by  them  of  resale  prices  charged  by 
retailers.  On  February  21,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoin- 
ing the  alleged  practices.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th 
ed.,  Vol.  3,  tf  25,408.)  t       .      t^f 

497.  United  States  v.  Engineering  Survey  and  Audit  Co.,  Inc., 
Civil  276:  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  February  21, 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  La.)  alleging:  that  the  Engineering 
Survey  and  Audit  Company,  Inc.,  seven  electrical  contracting  corpo- 
rations, an  unincorporated  association  of  contractors,  and  17  individ- 
uals combined  and  conspired  to  eliminate  competition  in  the  distribution 
and  sale  in  interstate  trade  and  commerce  of  ELECTRICAL  MA- 
TERIALS, and  in  the  installation  thereof  in  "commercial"  work.  It 
was  alleged  that  the  Engineering  Survey  and  Audit  Company,  Inc., 
kept  the  records  and  provided  an  office  for  a  "joint  venture  arrange- 
ment" whereby  defendants  arranged  collusive  bids  and  established 
high  prices  for  work  and  materials.  On  February  21,  1940,  a  consent 
decree  was  entered  perpetually  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  If  25,415 ) .  (  See  No.  470. ) 

498.  United  States  v.  Lumber  Institute  of  Allegheny  County, 
Cr.  10529:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  on  February  23,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Pa.) 
against  the  Lumber  Institute  of  Allegheny  County,  the  Carpenters 
District  Council  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  and  Vicinity,  14  corpora- 
tions and  34  other  defendants,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  and  an  attempt  to  mo- 
nopolize the  sale  of  millwork  in  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants,  by  various  means,  including 
strikes,  threats  of  strikes,  and  denial  of  the  use  of  the  union  label, 
attempted  to  prevent  out-of-state  manufacturers  from  shipping  MILL- 
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WORK  into  Allegheny  County,  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  hieh 
non-competitiye  prices.    Various  defendants  demurred  to  the  indft- 

Suoo  I91  rx^."'^  ^^■'  ^'  *"*=  ^''V  °^'-"'«=d  *he  demurrers  (35  F. 
aupp.  i^i).    ihe  mdictment  was  nolle  prossed  February  24  1940  as  to 

Z rti""^^""' ISi  T  ^"^"^*  3'  ^^3'  '^«  <=^^«  --«  nol7e  prossS'as  to 
the  remammg  49  defendants. 

499.  United  States  v.  Santa  Barbara  County  Chapter,  National 
f  T.'J'^cP"*'"'"?"  ^"""'  *^'"-  '«86-Y:  Indicfment  undw  Sec?i^ 
Court  r^nTlrf'^*'*  returned  on  February  28,  1940,  in  the  District 
«;^o„  1^"  ^  '^-^  against  the  defendant  association,  a  local  labor 
union,  three  corporations,  and  22  individuals,  charging  a  combination 

,rl  T^  EQUIPMENT  shipped  into  the  Santa  Barbara,  California, 
o^nt.  •  K'i'''"'^'"*"*/''^'"?'*  *^^*  defendants  arranged  and  submitted 
^IhhZ  ^^■'  *'^°Pt«d  niinimum  resale  prices  for  electrical  equipment, 
withheld  union  labor  from  electrical  contractors  not  members  of  the 
^T^-lT7\'^t'^''  ^^''^  ^"*^  nnisleading  statements  conc^rnTng  their 
stfndin^  K  r/'  ^.- **  ^"'"P^"^  *°  ^^'"'^ee  their  reputation  anicredij 
standing  by  litigation.     Various  defendants  filed  demurrers  to  the 

Au^VT  4"*i^V  n'J?  T'™'*?  J"'y  20,  1940  (33  F.  Supp.  978).  On 
J^nTfl^^riPsenn^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

500.  United  States  v.  Marble  Contractors'  Ass'n.  Civil  805  •  Com- 
Court  '?w' n'' p^'l'™^"  Act  filed  on  February  29, 1940,  in  the  Distrkt 
m^rw/^' .  ?  ^^  ^^'""''  ?''*  ^^'"^''  Contractors'  Association,  five 
marble  contracting  corporations,  and  11  individuals.  The  comolaint 
alleges  that  defendants  combined  and  conspired  to  restrain  in?^S 
trade  and  commerce  in  MARBLE  by  establishing  a  bid  deSo,? 
designed  to  fix  the  pnce  of  marble  and  marble  installation   and  b^ 

Locarno  33  V^tlT'^l^t  ""t?^"''.  t  ^to"*  »"<»  Marble'  MasoS 
Local  No.  33,  affiliated  with  Bricklayers',  Masons'  and  Plasterers'  Inter- 
national Association  of  America,  to  contractors  using  the  bfd  dS- 
tory.  The  depository  was  maintained  by  a  Joint  Arbitration  Board 
composed  of  three  members  of  the  Association  and  thr^e  r^embere  of 
the  union     On  February  29,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  Sed  en- 

A.  .^°i;-  •V»ll*'^  ^^****?  .''•  Pittsburgh  Tile  &  Mantel  Contractor.' 
4",^'^i°^A.<=''!"P',2"'*  ""'!«'■  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  FTb"a7y 

f^MV^•^V^':  °"*"*;*  F°"'*.  (^-  °-  P*)  «&ai"st  the  Pittsburgh  TUe 
&  Mantel  Contractors'  Association,  five  tile  contracting  corpo^ions 
one  tile  contracting  partnership,  and  seven  individuals,  flleS^g  aS 
bination  and  conspiracy  m  restraint  of  interstate  tradi  and^commer« 
in  TILE.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  established  a  bid 
depository  maintained  by  a  Joint  Arbitration  Board,  cornposed  of 
three  members  of  the  Association  and  three  representatives  of  the  Tile 
Setters  Union,  affiliated  with  the  Bricklayers',  Masons'  and  P  asterTrs* 
International  Association  of  America.  Contractor  members  werert 
quired  to  file  bids  with  the  depository  under  threat  of  being  deprived 


of  union  labor  for  installations,  in  order  to  fix  and  maintain  contract 
prices  for  tile.  On  February  29,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered, 
enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
8thed.,  Vol.  3,1(25,417). 

502,  United  States  v.  San  Francisco  Electrical  Contractors* 
Ass'n,  Inc.,  Cr.  26893-R:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  on  March  2,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.) 
against  two  incorporated  electrical  contractors'  associations,  two  labor 
unions,  seven  electrical  contracting  corporations,  the  Electrical  Indus- 
try Depository  of  California,  Inc.,  and  36  individuals.  Defendants  are 
charged  with  combining  and  conspiring  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  by  artificially  raising  prices  of  ELECTRICAL  WORK 
and  EQUIPMENT  through  the  operation  of  a  bid  depository.  The 
Indictment  charges  that,  by  threatening  to  deprive  and  by  depriving 
them  of  union  labor,  contractors  were  coerced  into  filing  bids  with  the 
depository  and  independent  contractors  were  coerced  into  joining  the 
associations.  On  July  9,  1940,  court  overruled  defendants'  demurrers 
and  on  July  30,  1940,  the  court  denied  motions  of  all  defendants  for 
bills  of  particulars.  On  November  13,  1942,  the  court  denied  defend- 
ants' motion  to  dismiss  for  want  of  prosecution.  The  case  was  post- 
poned for  several  months  on  request  of  Navy  and  War  Departments, 
but  trial  of  case  commenced  on  August  15,  1944,  and  on  August  30, 
1944,  the  court  dismissed  the  case  as  to  all  defendants  primarily  on  the 
grounds  that  the  restraint,  if  any,  was  too  remote  from  the  movements 
of  the  goods  in  interstate  commerce.    (See  No.  472.) 

503.  United  States  v.  Masonite  Corporation,  Civil  7-498:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act  filed  on  March  11,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  Masonite  Corporation  and  nine  other  corporations, 
alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  manufacture  and  distribution  of 
HARDBOARD.  The  complaint  alleges  that  through  the  use  of  so- 
called  "del  credere  agency  contracts"  the  Masonite  Corporation,  owner 
of  patents  for  the  production  of  hardboard,  agreed  to  manufacture  for 
sale  by  the  defendants,  to  adhere  in  its  own  sales  to  the  prices  and 
terms  of  sale  fixed  for  the  other  defendants.  The  complaint  further 
alleges  that  the  other  defendants  agreed  to  acknowledge  the  validity 
of  Masonite's  hardboard  patents;  to  secure  from  Masonite  all  hard- 
board  to  be  sold  by  them;  to  adhere  to  the  prices  and  terms  of  sale 
fixed  by  Masonite;  to  sell  hardboard  only  to  designated  classes  of 
customers;  to  discontinue  the  manufacture  and  distribution  of  their 
competing  lines  of  hardboard;  not  to  engage  in  the  manufacture  or 
distribution  of  any  other  competing  products;  and  to  sell  hardboard 
for  building  uses  only,  thus  reserving  to  Masonite  the  right  to  sell 
exclusively  to  all  other  industries. 

Trial  of  the  case  commenced  April  23,  1941,  and  on  August  6,  1941, 
the  court  rendered  an  opinion  dismissing  the  complaint  (40  F.  Supp. 
852).  On  the  Government's  appeal  the  Supreme  Court  on  May  11, 
1942,  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  (316  U.  S.  265,  62 
S.  Ct.  1070)  and  later  denied  rehearing  (316  U.  S.  713,  62  S.  Ct.  1302). 
The  court  held  that  when  a  patentee  uses  the  marketing  systems  of 
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competitors,  by  means  of  del  credere  agency  agreements,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fixing  the  prices  at  which  the  competitors  may  market  the 
product,  this  is  an  enlargement  of  the  patent  privilege  and  a  violation 
of  the  Sherman  Act. 

On  remand,  the  District  Court  entered  a  final  judgment  on  October 
21,  1942,  declaring  void  the  agency  contracts  entered  into  between 
Masonite  and  the  other  defendants,  and  enjoining  them  from  agreeing 
among  themselves  and  with  others  to  fix  prices,  allocate  customers, 
limit  competition  in  manufacture  or  distribution  or  to  use  patent 
rights  relating  to  hardboard  in  order  to  secure  protection  from  com- 
petition beyond  the  lawful  limits  of  patent  rights.  Upon  the  entry  of 
the  decree,  Masonite  entered  into  new  agreements  with  the  other  de- 
fendants which  the  court  ruled  were  not  inconsistent  with  the  mandate 
of  the  Supreme  Court. 

504.  United  States  v.  Mason  Contractors*  Ass'n  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  Civil  6169:  Complaint  under  Section  3  of  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  on  March  12,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the 
Mason  Contractors*  Association  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  five  cor- 
porations engaged  in  contracting  for  MASONRY  work,  11  officers  of 
the  Corporations  or  individual  contractors,  and  five  members  of  Local 
No.  1  of  the  Bricklayers',  Masons'  and  Plasterers'  International  Union 
of  America,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  commerce  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
defendants  controlled  prices  of  contracts  for  masonry  work  by  the 
operation  of  a  bid  depository.  On  March  12,  1940,  a  consent  decree 
was  entered,  which  provided  for  the  dissolution  of  the  association  and 
enjoined  the  defendants  from  engaging  in  any  plan  such  as  that  com- 
nionly  known  as  bid  depository  whereby  the  elimination  or  restriction 
of  low  bids  on  any  projects  in  the  District  of  Columbia  is  accomplished 
and  from  interfering  in  any  way  with  free  and  open  competitive  bid- 
ding on  construction  projects  in  the  District  of  Columbia  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  H  25,410). 

505.  United  States  v.  W.  P.  Fuller  &  Company,  Or.  26902-L: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March 
15,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  W.  P.  Fuller  & 
Company,  three  other  corporations  which  are  glaziers  and  jobbers  of 
flat  glass,  the  Glass  Jobbers'  Association  of  San  Francisco  and  Oak- 
land, and  15  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  sale  and  distribution 
of  FLAT  GLASS  shipped  into  the  Northern  District  of  California. 
The  indictment  charges,  among  other  things,  that  defendants  induced 
national  manufacturers  not  to  sell  flat  glass  directly  to  independent 
dealers  and  glaziers,  restricted  independent  glaziers  to  small  jobs, 
allocated  other  glazing  jobs  among  members  of  the  conspiracy,  and 
cut  prices  to  prevent  independent  glaziers  from  obtaining  contracts. 
All  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty.  Demurrers,  pleas  in  bar,  motions 
to  quash,  and  motions  for  bills  of  particulars  filed  by  various  defend- 
ants were  overruled  or  denied  on  October  26  and  30,  1940,  and  April 
15,  1941. 

Four  defendant  corporations,  the  trade  association  and  one  indi- 
vidual pleaded  nolo  contedere  and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of 


$16,500.  Three  partnerships  which  were  not  indicted  but  the  members 
of  which  were  indicted,  were  among  those  fined.  The  California  Uni- 
form Partnership  Act  permits  entry  of  judgment  against  a  partnership 
as  an  entity  though  the  indictment  only  names  individual  partners  and, 
pursuant  to  a  settlement  approved  by  the  Court,  the  three  partnerships 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  as  entities  and  their  individual  members  were 
nolle  prossed.  Two  individual  defendants  who  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere received  suspended  sentences.  The  remaining  12  defendants 
were  nolle  prossed. 

506.  United  States  v.  Harbor  District  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n, 
Or.  14302-H :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
on  March  15,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the 
Harbor  District  Lumber  Dealers  Association,  11  lumber  corporations, 
and  20  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  trade  and  commerce.  The  indictment  charges  that  de- 
fendants increased  and  controlled  resale  prices  of  LUMBER  AND 
LUMBER  PRODUCTS  in  and  around  the  cities  of  Long  Beach  and 
Los  Angeles,  California,  controlled  the  manner  of  bidding  and  the 
performance  of  contracts,  and  attempted  to  prevent  lumber  dealers  not 
members  of  defendant  association  from  purchasing  and  selling  lumber 
and  lumber  products.  It  was  charged  that  defendants  "allotted" 
licensed  contractors  to  be  supplied  lumber  by  particular  members  of 
the  association,  sold  below  cost,  and  forced  brokers  and  lumbermill 
representatives  to  refuse  to  sell  to  independent  dealers  by  threats  of 
boycott.  The  Court  overruled  all  demurrers  to  the  indictment  and 
all  motions  for  bills  of  particulars.  On  February  14,  1941,  a  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  two  individuals,  and  the  remaining  defend- 
ants pleaded  nolo  contendere.  Fines  totaling  $14,000  were  imposed 
on  10  defendants.  Imposition  of  sentence  as  to  the  remaining  defend- 
ants was  suspended  and  said  defedants  were  placed  on  probation  for 
one  year.    (See  No.  590.) 

507.  United  States  v.  Employing  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  Allegheny 
County,  Civil  840 :  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  March 
18,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Pa.)  against  the  Employing 
Plasterers'  Association  of  Allegheny  County,  one  corporation,  four 
partnerships,  two  unions,  and  45  individuals,  alleging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  PLASTER 
LATH,  PLYWOOD,  and  related  materials.  The  complaint  alleges] 
among  other  things,  that  defendants  operated  a  bid  depository,  estab- 
lished a  uniform  cost  system  for  contractors'  estimates  for  material, 
labor,  and  overhead,  and  limited  the  employment  of  members  of  de- 
fendant unions  to  contractors  who  are  members  of  the  Association. 
It  was  also  alleged  that  compliance  with  the  rules  of  the  association 
was  enforced  by  strikes  and  threats  of  strikes.  On  March  18,  1940,  a 
consent  decree  was  entered,  perpetually  enjoining  the  alleged  practices 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3, 1(25,429). 

508.  United  States  v.  Brooker  Engineering  Co.,  Cr.  25692:   In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  21 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  Local  Number  58] 
International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers,  11  corporations,  the 
Detroit  Electrical  Contractors  Association,  and  18  individuals,  charg- 
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mg  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  in  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  bid  collusively  for  the  installation,  alteration,  and  re- 
pair of  electrical  systems  in  the  Detroit  area,  allocated  contracts  among 
defendant  contractors,  arbitrarily  increased  prices,  and  prevented  elec- 
trical contractors  not  associated  with  defendants  from  securing  and 
performmg  contracts.  It  was  charged  that  the  methods  used  included 
persuading  and  coercing  prospective  customers  not  to  award  jobs  to 
independent  contractors,  ordering  slow-down  strikes,  and  threatening 
to  withhold  or  withdraw  union  labor.  Demurrers  were  filed  by  var- 
ious defendants.  On  January  7,  1942,  30  defendants  entered  pleas  of 
nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $32,500.    On 

??^^vL.^^'  ^^^'  ^^^  remaining  defendant  was  nolle  crossed.  (See 
No.  6/9.)  ^ 

509.  United  States  v.  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co.,  Cr.  107-169: 

Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73  of  the 
Wilson  Tariff  Act  returned  on  March  26,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co.  and  Carl  Zeiss, 
Inc.,  New  York  corporations,  Carl  Zeiss,  a  German  corporation,  and 
three  officers  of  Bausch  &  Lomb,  charging  a  combination  and  conspir- 
acy to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  in  MILI- 
TARY OPTICAL  INSTRUMENTS.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  entered  into  contracts  where  by  Carl  Zeiss  and  Carl  Zeiss 
Inc.,  agreed  not  to  compete  with  Bausch  &  Lomb  in  the  United  States 
and  Bausch  &  Lomb  agreed  not  to  compete  in  the  other  world  markets. 
On  May  27,  1940,  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co.  and  the  three  individual 
defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  and  were  fined  $10,000  each.  On 
July  29, 1940,  the  court  overruled  the  demurrer  of  Carl  Zeiss  Inc  (34  F 
Supp.  267)  and  on  February  18,  1941,  denied  its  motion  for  a  bill  of 
particulars.  March  5,  1941,  Carl  Zeiss,  Inc.,  pleaded  nolo  contendere, 
and  was  fined  $1,000,  making  the  total  fines  assessed  $41,000  On 
November  27, 1946,  the  remaining  defendant,  Carl  Zeiss,  was  dismissed 
from  the  case.    (See  No.  544.) 

510.  United  States  v.  Local  Union  No.  3  of  International  Brother- 
hood of  Electrical  Workers,  Cr.  107-175:  Indictment  under  Section  1 
of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  28,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Local  Union  No.  3  and  six  of  its  officers  charging 
a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce in  rigid  STEEL  CONDUIT,  electrical  outlet  boxes,  conduit 
fittings,  and  accessories.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  re- 
stricted the  entrance  of  these  articles  into  the  State  of  New  York  by 
refusing  to  install  them,  threatening  to  strike  or  slow  down  their  work 
if  required  to  install  them,  threatening  sympathy  strikes,  and  subject- 
ing certain  out-of-state  manufacturers  to  secondary  boycotts  On 
June  7,  1940,  all  defendants  filed  demurrers  to  the  indictment  which 
7,^'ta'lVTl^'^J'''  December  22,  1941  (42  F.  Supp.  783),  and  on  March 
61,  iy4Z,  defendants  motions  for  a  bill  of  particulars  was  denied  On 
September  22,  1943  a  nolle  prosequi  was  filed  as  to  all  defendants. 
(See  Nos.  511,  512,  513.) 

1-     /^  I'  -n.  ^"^*®^  States  V.  Local  Union  No.  3  of  International  Brother- 
hood of  Electrical  Workers,  Cr.  107-176:   Indictment  under  Section  1 
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of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  28,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Local  Union  No.  3  of  the  International  Brother- 
hood of  Electrical  Workers  and  five  of  its  officers  charging  a  combina- 
tion and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 
ELECTRICAL  SWITCHBOARDS  AND  PANELBOARDS,  and 
parts  and  wiring  for  them.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
refused  to  install  these  articles  if  they  were  manufactured,  assembled, 
or  wired  outside  the  State  of  New  York,  requiring  identifying  labels 
of  Local  No.  3  on  all  switchboards  and  panelboards  installed  by  them. 
The  methods  of  coercion  included  secondary  boycotts  of  out-of-state 
manufacturers  and  threats  by  union  members  to  strike  or  slow  down 
their  work.  On  June  7,  1940,  all  defendants  filed  demurrers  to  the 
indictment,  which  were  overruled  on  December  22,  1941  (42  F.  Supp. 
783),  and  on  March  31,  1942  defendants'  motion  for  a  bill  of  particulars 
was  denied.  (Dn  September  22,  1943  a  nolle  prosequi  was  filed  as  to  all 
defendants.    (See  Nos.  510, 512  and  513.) 

512.  United  States  v.  Local  Union  No.  3  of  International  Brother- 
hood of  Electrical  Workers.  Cr.  107-178:  Indictment  under  Section  1 
?c  ^^  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  28,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Local  Union  No.  3  and  four  of  its  officers  charg- 
ing a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  in  commercial  and  residential  ELECTRICAL  FIXTURES 
and  SHEET  METAL  fixtures  and  parts.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  refused  to  install  these  articles  unless  they  bore  the 
label  of  Local  No.  3,  and  resorted,  among  other  things,  to  secondary 
boycotts  of  manufacturers,  and  threats  by  union  members  to  strike  or 
slow  down  their  work.  On  June  7,  1940,  all  defendants  filed  demurrers 
to  the  indictment,  which  were  overruled  on  December  22  1941  (42  F 
Supp.  783),  and  on  March  31,  1942  defendants'  motion  for  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars was  denied.  On  September  22,  1943,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  filed 
as  to  all  defendants.    (See  Nos.  510,  511  and  513.) 

513.  United  States  v.  New  York  Electrical  Contractors*  Ass'n, 
Inc.,  Cr.  107-177:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  on  March  28,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
five  contractors'  associations.  Local  Union  No.  3  of  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers,  and  16  individual  officers  of  these 
organizations,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce in  ELECTRICAL  STARTER  AND  CONTROL  EQUIP- 
MENT The  indictment  charges  that  the  defendants  by  agreement 
required  that  this  equipment  manufactured  outside  the  State  of  New 
York  be  assembled  and  wired  in  New  York  City  by  members  of  the 
union.  It  also  charged  that  the  conspiracy  was  carried  out  by  secon- 
dary boycotts  and  threats  to  strike  or  slow  down  work.  On  June  7 
1940,  one  individual  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty.  The  remaining  de- 
fendants filed  demurrers,  which  were  overruled  December  19  1941 
(42  F.  Supp.  789)  and  on  March  31,  1942,  defendants'  motion  for  a  bill 
of  particulars  was  denied.  On  September  22,  1943  a  nolle  prosequi 
was  filed  as  to  all  remaining  defendants.    (See  Nos.  510,  511,  512.) 

514.  United  States  v.  Central  Supply  Ass'n,  Cr.  16750:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  29  1940 
»n  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio)  against  two  trade  associations  a 
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corporation  supplying  information  as  to  credit  and  sales  policies,  12 
corporations  which  manufacture  plumbing  supplies,  11  corporate  job- 
bers, six  jobbers'  associations,  seven  master  plumbers'  associations, 
10  labor  unions  and  53  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  PLUMB- 
ING SUPPLIES.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  agreed 
to  sell,  purchase,  distribute  and  install  plumbing  supplies  under  the 
non-competitive  terms  and  requirements  of  a  "restricted  system  of 
distribution"  whereby  supplies  are  sold  by  manufacturers  to  jobbers, 
resold  to  master  plumbers,  and  resold  by  master  plumbers  to  con- 
sumers. It  was  further  charged  that  defendants  boycotted,  blacklisted, 
discriminated  against,  coerced,  and  refused  to  sell  supplies  and  to  fur- 
nish labor  to  non-participants  in  the  system.  On  August  22,  1940, 
motions  to  release  witnesses  from  oath  of  secrecy  and  for  an  order 
disclosing  names  of  witnesses  were  overruled  (34  F.  Supp.  241).  De- 
murrers, motions  to  quash,  pleas  in  abatement,  and  motions  for  sepa- 
rate trials  were  filed  by  various  defendants.  On  January  22,  1941,  the 
court  held  the  pleas  in  abatement  were  insufficient  in  law  except  for 
the  allegation  that  the  grand  jury  was  improperly  influenced  by  the 
Special  Assistants  to  the  Attorney  General,  but  that  this  allegation 
was  insufficiently  supported  by  evidence  and  that  unless  it  was  sup- 
ported by  additional  affidavits  filed  within  10  days,  the  court  would 
strike  the  pleas  in  abatement  (37  F.  Supp.  890).  On  February  4,  1941, 
the  court  struck  these  pleas  and  on  February  24,  1941,  it  overruled 
various  motions  for  separate  trials.  On  September  2,  1941,  the  court 
overruled  the  pending  demurrers  and  motions  to  quash  (40  F.  Supp. 
964).  On  August  17,  1942,  the  court  sustained  defendants*  motion 
adjourning  case  indefinitely  due  to  the  war,  subject  to  restoration  to 
the  trial  calendar  upon  motion  of  any  party.  On  January  22,  1945,  the 
Never  Split  Seat  Company  changed  its  plea  from  not  guilty  to  nolo 
contendere  and  the  court  found  the  defendant  guilty  and  imposed  a 
fine  of  $2,000.  On  July  31,  1946,  the  Brunswick-Balke  Collender  Co. 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  was  fined  $3,000.  On  September  11  and 
25,  and  November  4,  1946,  8  other  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  were  fined  $24,000.  On  November  7  and  18,  1946,  six  other  de- 
fendants pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  $17,000.  A  pretrial 
conference  was  held  September  25,  1946,  and  trial  of  the  remaining 
defendants  commenced  November  18,  1946. 

On  March  31,  1947,  the  court  rendered  an  opinion  sustaining  the 
motions  of  all  remaining  defendants  for  judgments  of  acquittal  (6 
F.  R.  D.  526,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^  57 ,SS2) .  This  action  was 
based  on  two  grounds:  (1)  the  evidence  tended  to  prove  a  number  of 
separate  conspiracies  rather  than  one  conspiracy,  and  (2)  the  case 
was  so  complex  and  presented  so  many  issues  that  the  submission  of 
the  case  to  the  jury  would  violate  the  individual  constitutional  rights 
of  the  defendants.  The  case  was  dismissed  on  November  12,  1947,  as 
to  L.  U.  Noland  who  had  previously  been  granted  a  severance. 

515.  United  States  v.  Nat  Hoffman,  Cr.  107-232:  Indictment  in 
one  count  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  in  five  counts  under 
Sections  2  (a),  2  (b),  and  2  (d)  of  the  Anti-Racketeering  Act  returned 
on  April  8,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  five  rep- 
resentatives of  Local  138  of  the  International  Brotherhood  of  Team- 
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sters.  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  and  Helpers  of  America.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  combined  and  conspired  to  prevent  the  pur- 
chase, importation,  sale,  and  distribution  of  WOOD  PRODUCTS  in 
interstate  commerce  by  certain  PLYWOOD  jobbers  in  New  York 
City.  It  was  charged  that  defendants  instigated  strikes,  and  refused 
to  settle  them  until  bribed.  On  April  12,  1940,  all  defendants  pleaded 
not  guilty.  On  October  4,  1940  defendants'  motion  for  bill  of  particu- 
lars granted  as  to  two  items.  On  December  7,  1942,  a  nolle  prosequi 
as  to  all  defendants  was  entered  by  the  court  on  consent  of  the  Govern- 
ment, since  the  defendants  had  been  convicted  in  the  state  court  for  the 
same  offense. 

516.  United  States  v.  National  Container  Ass'n,  Civil  8-318 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  April  20, 1940,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  National  Container  Associa- 
tion, The  Stevenson  Corporation,  which  manages  the  affairs  of  trade 
elT^^?>^^ vt"a  25  corporations  which  manufacture,  sell,  and  distribute 
SHIPPING  CONTAINERS  and  other  FIBRE  BOARD  products,  and 
^b  individuals,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  and  commerce.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants 
limited  the  production  of  corrugated  and  solid  fibre  shipping  containers, 
prorated  business,  eliminated  competition  and  fixed  arbitrary,  non- 
competitive prices.  On  April  23,  1940,  an  order  was  entered  dismissing 
the  action  as  to  all  the  individual  defendants.  On  the  same  day  a  con- 
sent decree  was  entered  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  as  to  the  other 
r  or  ^,??^^  ,(pCM  ^''^^^  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed.,  Vol.  3, 
525,434).    (See  Nos.  452  and  549.) 

517.  United  States  v.  Underwood  Elliott  Fisher,  Civil  8-317 :  Com- 
plaint under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  April  20,  1940,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  five  corporations  which  manufacture  over 
95%  of  the  new  typewriters  sold  in  the  United  States,  and  four  officers 
of  the  corporations,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain 
and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  new  and  used  TYPE- 
WRITERS. The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  agreed  to  and  did 
maintain  identical  prices  for  new  typewriters,  uniform  trade-in  allow- 
ances for  used  typewriters,  and  uniform  discounts  based  upon  the 
number  of  typewriters  in  use  by  a  purchaser  rather  than  on  the  number 
purchased.  The  complaint  further  alleges  that  defendants  made  iden- 
tical bids  at  all  times,  and  from  time  to  time  simultaneously  increased 
prices.  On  April  23,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered,  perpetually 
enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
8thed.,Vol.3,1f2f,433).    (See  No.  450.)  y       *      VV 

518.  United  States  v.  Associated  Plumbing  and  Heating  Mer- 
chants, Cr.  45270:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  on  April  27, 1940,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against 
the  Associated  Plumbing  and  Heating  Merchants,  one  labor  union,  five 
heating  contracting  corporations,  and  21  individuals,  charging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 
HEATING  and  other  equipment,  and  in  the  installation  thereof  in 
the  King  County,  Washington,  area.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  established  a  bid  depository  for  heating  contractors,  fixed 
collusive  bids,  raised  prices,  and  attempted  to  eliminate  competing  con- 
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tractors  by  depriving  them  of  union  labor  and  coercing  manufacturers 
and  jobbers  into  refusing  to  supply  them  with  materials.  It  also  charges 
the  union  with  refusal  to  install  equipment  unless  the  heating  contrac- 
tors joined  the  association  and  participated  in  the  bid  and  cost  deposi- 
tory. Demurrers  to  the  indictment  and  motions  for  bills  of  particulars 
were  filed  by  all  defendants.  On  May  3,  1941,  the  court  overruled  these 
demurrers  and  motions  (38  F.  Supp.  769).  On  August  6,  1943,  the 
War  and  Navy  Departments  canceled  their  request  for  postponement 
of  trial.  Trial  commenced  on  September  14,  1943.  On  October  2,  1943, 
the  Court  granted  motions  to  dismiss  as  to  seven  individual  defendants 
and  on  October  21,  1943,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  count 
one  of  the  indictment  as  to  all  21  remaining  defendants.  Motion  for 
new  trial  was  denied  as  to  all  except  two  defendants  and  judgments 
were  entered  imposing  fines  totalling  $11,500  on  the  other  19  defend- 
ants. On  the  Government's  motion  an  order  was  entered  January  11, 
1944,  dismissing  the  two  remaining  defendants.   (See  No.  519.) 

519.  United  States  v.  Local  Union  No.  99,  Sheet  Metal  Workere 
International  Ass'n,  Cr.  45271 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  on  April  27, 1940,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.) 
against  Local  Union  No.  99  and  eight  of  its  officers,  charging  a  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  warm-air  FURNACES, 
AIR-CONDITIONING  UNITS,  casings,  and  fittings,  shipped  from 
outside  the  state  into  King  County,  Washington.  The  indictment 
charges  refusal  by  members  of  defendant  unions  to  install,  alter  or 
repair  such  equipment  not  if  labeled  to  indicate  manufacture  by  mem- 
bers of  affiliated  unions.  On  May  21, 1940,  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment, 
a  motion  to  strike,  and  a  motion  for  a  bill  of  particulars  were  filed  by 
defendants.  On  May  3,  1941,  the  demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  court 
on  the  authority  of  United  States  v.  Hutcheson  (Case  No.  462)  and  on 
May  22,  1941,  judgment  was  entered  dismissing  the  indictment  as  to 
all  defendants.    (See  No.  518.) 

520.  United  States  v.  Kelly-Goodwin  Hardware  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr. 
45272:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
April  27,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  four  cor- 
porations, charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in 
HARDWOOD  FLOORING  shipped  from  outside  the  state  into  King 
County,  Washington.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  are 
the  only  hardwood  flooring  dealers  in  King  County  and  that  they 
adopted  uniform,  high,  unreasonable,  and  non-competitive  prices  and 
terms  for  the  sale  of  hardwood  flooring.  Demurrers  to  the  indictment, 
motions  to  strike,  and  motions  for  bills  of  particulars  were  filed  by  all 
defendants.  On  May  3,  1941,  the  court  rendered  an  opinion  overruling 
the  demurrers,  granting  motions  for  bills  of  particulars  as  to  one  para- 
graph of  the  indictment,  and  denying  all  other  motions.  The  Govern- 
ment filed  its  bill  of  particulars  on  September  15, 1941,  and  a  supplemental 
bill  on  November  7,  1941.  The  Seattle  Hardwood  Floor  Company 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  a  fine  was  imposed  against  it  of  $750.  The 
trial  against  the  other  defendants  commenced  August  18,  1942,  but  the 
jury  was  unable  to  reach  a  verdict  and  a  mistrial  was  declared  on 
August  27, 1942.  On  December  14, 1942,  the  Kelly-Goodwin  Hardwood 
Company  and  Matthews  Hardwoods,  Inc.,  changed  their  pleas  from  not 
guilty  to  nolo  contendere  and  each  was  fined  $300,  making  the  total 
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fines  $1350.  The  jury  on  December  17, 1942,  found  the  fourth  defendant, 
Ehrlich-Harrison  Company,  not  guilty. 

521.  United  States  v.  Wood,  Wire  and  Metal  Lathers'  Inter- 
national Union  Local  No.  46,  Cr.  107-385:  Indictment  under  Section  1 
of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  10,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Local  No.  46  and  five  of  its  representatives 
chargmg  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  in  METAL  WALL  BASE,  channel  studs,  and  bent 
metal  strips  known  as  "cornerites."  The  indictment  charges  that  the 
members  of  defendant  union  refused  to  install  these  articles  in  build- 
ings in  the  metropolitan  area  of  New  York  when  they  were  manufac- 
tured outside  the  state  by  concerns  not  employing  any  lathers.  It  is  also 
charged  that  defendants  resorted  to  coercion,  secondary  boycotts,  and 
threats  to  strike  or  slow  down  their  work  in  order  to  prevent  the  use 
of  lathing  materials  so  manufactured.  On  May  29,  1940,  all  defendants 
pleaded  not  guilty,  but  on  January  5,  1942,  defendants  withdrew  their 
pleas  of  not  guilty  and  filed  demurrers  which  were  overruled  in  an 
opmion  dated  April  8,  1942.  On  September  22,  1943,  nolle  prosequi 
was  entered  on  motion  of  the  government  as  to  all  defendants  (See 
Nos.  522  and  523.) 

522.  United  States  v.  Wood,  Wire  and  Metal  Lathers*  Inter- 
national Union  Local  No.  46,  Cr.  107-386:  Indictment  under  Section  1 
of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  10,  1940,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Local  No.  46  and  three  of  its  representatives 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  CON- 
CRETE AND  LATHING  SPECIALTIES.  The  indictment  charges 
that  members  of  defendant  union  refused  to  install  in  building  con- 
struction in  the  metropolitan  area  of  New  York  concrete  and  lathing 
specialties  manufactured  by  concerns  not  employing  its  members. 
Also,  it  is  charged  that  defendants  resorted  to  coercion,  secondary  boy- 
cotts and  threats  of  strikes  to  enforce  this  policy.  On  May  29,  1940 
all  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  but  on  January  5, 1942,  the  defendants 
withdrew  their  pleas  of  not  guilty  and  filed  demurrers  which  were  over- 
ruled in  an  opinion  dated  April  8,  1942.  On  September  22,  1943,  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered,  on  motion  of  the  Government  as  to  all  defendants 
(See  Nos.  521  and  523.) 

523.  United  States  v.  Wood,  Wire  and  Metal  Lathers'  Interna- 
tional Union  Local  No.  46,  Cr.  107-387 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  10,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Local  No.  46  and  four  of  its  representatives  charging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  IRON  AND  STEEL 

fl^f  ^or  reenforcing  concrete.  The  indictment  charges  that  members 
of  defendant  union  refused  to  set,  in  concrete  jobs  in  the  metropolitan 
^f^l  ?^  ^^^  York,  bars  cut  or  bent  outside  the  state  by  non-members 
of  defendant  union.  It  was  charged  that,  in  order  to  enforce  this  policy 
aefendants  resorted  to  coercion,  secondary  boycotts,  and  threats  to 
stnke  or  slow  down  their  work.  On  May  29,  1940,  all  defendants 
p  eaded  not  guilty,  but  on  January  5,  1942,  defendants  withdrew  their 
pleas  of  not  guilty  and  filed  demurrers  which  were  overruled  in  an 
opinion  dated  April  8, 1942.  On  September  22,  1943,  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered,  on  motion  of  the  Government,  as  to  all  defendants.  (See  Nos. 
521  and  522.) 
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524.  United  States  v.  Glass  Contractors'  Ass'n,  Cr.  32233:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  10, 1940, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  III.)  against  Glaziers'  Local  No.  27  of  the 
Brotherhood  of  Painters',  Decorators'  and  Paper  Hangers*  of  America, 
the  Glass  Contractors'  Association,  seven  corporations,  and  six  individ- 
uals, charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce  in  FLAT  GLASS 
shipped  into  the  Chicago  area  from  outside  the  state.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  entered  into  agreements  whereby  the  con- 
tractor members  of  the  association  would  not  compete  with  one  another, 
and  the  Union  would  refuse  to  permit  its  members  to  install  flat  glass 
in  the  Chicago  area,  the  glazing  for  which  is  not  done  at  the  construc- 
tion site.  On  May  29,  1940,  one  individual  defendant  filed  a  special 
plea  in  bar,  which  was  sustained  on  January  3,  1941.  Various  motions 
filed  by  defendants,  such  as,  motions  to  quash  and  for  bills  of  particulars, 
as  well  as  demurrers,  were  overruled  on  November  15,  1940.  On 
November  15  and  25,  1940  all  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  but  on 
January  22,  1941,  on  consent  of  the  United  States,  leave  was  given  for 
defendants  to  withdraw  their  pleas  of  not  guilty  and  to  enter  pleas 
of  nolo  contendere,  and  fines  were  imposed  totalling  $31,003. 

525.  United  States  v.  American  Potash  and  Chemical  Corp.,  Civil 
8-498:  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  May  15,  1940,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  two  domestic  corporations  and  a 
Dutch  corporation  and  six  officers  of  these  corporations,  alleging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
in  POTASH.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  conspired  to  main- 
tain uniform  prices,  terms,  and  discounts,  refrained  from  competing, 
and  refused  to  sell  potash  to  individual  farmers,  farm  cooperatives,  or 
to  fertilizer  mixers  not  recognized  or  approved  by  all  of  the  defendants. 
On  May  21,  1940,  an  order  was  entered  dismissing  the  action  as  to  the 
Dutch  corporation.  On  the  same  day  a  consent  decree  against  the  other 
defendants  was  entered,  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th.  ed..  Vol.  3, 1 25,461 ) .    (See  No.  444.) 

526.  United  States  v.  St.  Louis  Tile  Contractors'  Ass'n,  Cr.  21552 : 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
May  17,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  two  tile  con- 
tractors' associations,  one  labor  union,  three  corporations  engaged  in 
selling  and  installing  tile,  and  nine  individuals,  charging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restrain  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  TILES, 
and  attempt  to  monopolize  the  purchase,  sale  and  installation  in  the  St. 
Louis  area  of  tile  in  interstate  commerce.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  fixed  prices  through  the  use  of  a  bid  depository,  forced 
national  manufacturers  to  sell  only  to  members  of  the  associations,  and 
attempted  to  eliminate  "one-man"  and  other  tile  contractors  not 
associated  with  defendants.  It  was  charged  that  fines,  boycotts,  and 
unwarranted  denial  of  union  labor  were  used  in  perpetrating  the  con- 
spiracy. On  July  1, 1940,  all  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere, 
and  fines  totalling  $20,011  were  imposed.  Two  associations  and  two 
individuals  were  fined  $5,000  each  and  the  remaining  eleven  defendants 
were  fined  $1.00  each.  Execution  of  the  fines  was  suspended  for  a 
period  of  three  years  conditioned  upon  defendants'  compliance  with  the 
terms  of  a  consent  decree  entered  against  said  defendants  in  a  civil  suit 
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(Case  No.  543)  involving  substantially  the  same  issues  and  providing 
that  upon  compliance  by  defendants  with  the  terms  of  such  decree  for 
a  period  of  three  years  from  its  date  that  the  execution  of  such  fines 
be  permanently  stayed. 

527.  United  States  v.  Long  Island  Sand  and  Gravel  Producers' 
Ass'n,  Civil  9-44:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
on  May  21, 1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  defend- 
ant association,  eight  member  corporations  which  produce  sand  and 
gravel  for  sale  to  dealers,  and  12  individuals,  alleging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  SAND 
AND  GRAVEL  sold  in  the  metropolitan  area  of  New  York  City.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  by  concerted  action  the  defendants  fixed,  raised, 
and  made  uniform  the  prices  for  their  products,  and  adopted  arbitrary 
and  uniform  rules  governing  their  terms  for  sale  and  delivery.  On  May 
21, 1940,  the  defendants  answered  and  on  May  22, 1940,  a  consent  decree 
was  entered  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  If  25,475).  (See  Nos.  466  and  565.) 

528.  United  States  v.  American  Optical  Co.,  Cr.  107-417:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  28,  1940,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Optical  Co.,  two 
of  its  officers,  and  seven  corporations  and  associations  which  manufac- 
ture and  distribute  OPTICAL  EQUIPMENT,  charging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  ophthalmic  frames 
and  mountings.  It  was  charged  that  the  American  Optical  Company, 
as  owner  of  the  patents  on  "Ful-Vue"  frames  and  mountings,  and 
other  defendants,  conspired  to  sell  ophthalmic  frames  and  mountings 
to  wholesale  and  retail  dealers  at  arbitrary  and  non-competitive  prices, 
and  to  require  wholesalers  to  maintain  resale  prices.  On  August  9, 1940, 
the  court  denied  motion  for  bill  of  particulars,  and  on  January  20,  1941, 
all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere.  Fines  totalling  $20,500  were 
imposed.  (See  Nos.  529,  530,  and  531.) 

529.  United  States  v.  American  Optical  Co.,  Cr.  107-418:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  28,  1940,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Optical  Co.,  five 
corporations  which  manufacture  and  distribute  OPHTHALMIC 
LENSES,  and  five  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
interstate  commerce.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  fixed 
arbitrary  and  non-competitive  prices  for  the  sale  of  lenses  to  whole- 
salers, executed  "Fair  Trade  Act  contracts"  with  wholesalers  to  main- 
tain resale  prices,  and  agreed  to  sell  at  distributor  prices  to  only  those 
wholesalers  arbitrarily  selected  by  defendants.  On  June  11,  1940,  the 
five  corporations  entered  pleas  of  not  guilty,  but  these  were  later  with- 
drawn and  on  January  20,  1941,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere. 
Fmes  totalling  $45,500  were  imposed.  (See  Nos.  528,  530  and  531.) 

530.  United  States  v.  Optical  Wholesalers'  National  Ass'n,  Inc., 
Cr.  107-419:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
on  May  28, 1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  defend- 
ant association,  five  corporations,  one  Massachusetts  trust,  and  11 
individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
m  OPTICAL  LENSES,  FRAMES  and  MOUNTINGS.  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  three  of  the  defendants,  who  manufacture  over  75% 
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of  all  domestic  ophthalmic  goods,  agreed  to  sell  at  distributors'  prices 
only  to  those  "eligible  wholesalers"  arbitrarily  selected  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  that  other  defendants  confined  their  sales  of  certain  patented 
optical  goods  at  distributors'  prices  to  the  "eligible  wholesalers."  On 
June  11,  1940  all  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty.  On  October  3,  1940, 
and  April  28,  1941,  stipulations  were  entered  between  counsel  for  Gov- 
ernment and  counsel  for  all  defendants,  adjourning  the  trial  of  this  case 
until  after  completion  of  the  trial  of  the  equity  case  between  the  same 
parties.  On  June  24,  1943,  an  order  was  filed  postponing  the  case  in- 
definitely due  to  the  war,  subject  to  its  being  restored  by  any  party 
after  10  days'  notice  to  all  parties.  On  September  17,  1948,  fines  total- 
ing $29,500  were  imposed  upon  the  association,  six  companies  and  one 
individual  following  their  pleas  of  nolo  contendere.  (See  Nos.  528, 
529,  531,  557,  558,  559,  and  560.) 

531.  United  States  v.  American  Optical  Co.,  Cr.  107-420:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  28,  1940,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Optical  Co.,  four 
corporations,  three  trade  associations  of  optical  wholesalers,  and  11 
individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
in  second  quality  OPTICAL  LENSES,  known  as  "Seconds."  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  fixed  and  maintained  arbitrary  and 
non-competitive  prices  for  the  sale  of  the  lenses  by  adopting  uniform 
price  lists  representing  a  substantial  increase  over  former  competitive 
prices.  On  November  15,  1940,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere. 
Fines  totalling  $54,000  were  imposed,  $3,000  of  which  was  suspended. 
(See  Nos.  528,  529,  and  530.) 

532.  United  States  v.  Hiram  W.  Evans,  Cr.  16205:  Indictment 
in  three  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
on  May  30,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ga.)  against  Hiram  W. 
Evans,  who  sells  and  promotes  sales  of  emulsified  asphalt,  John  W. 
Greer,  Jr.,  the  Purchasing  Agent  of  the  State  Highway  Board  of 
Georgia,  and  three  corporations  which  manufacture  emulsified  asphalt, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce  in  emulsified  ASPHALT 
shipped  into  Georgia  from  outside  the  state.  The  indictment  charges 
a  conspiracy  to  eliminate  competition  by  selecting  bidders  and  con- 
trolling their  proposals  to  supply  emulsified  asphalt  for  State  projects. 
On  January  15,  1941,  the  three  corporations  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
to  counts  1  and  3  and  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  these  defendants 
on  count  2  of  the  indictment.  On  the  same  date  Hiram  W.  Evans 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  on  all  counts.  Fines  totalling  $30,000  were 
imposed.  The  remaining  defendant  John  W.  Greer,  Jr.  filed  a  demurrer, 
motion  to  require  Government  to  elect  between  counts  and  a  plea  to  the 
jurisdiction,  which  were  all  overruled  by  the  court  on  April  16,  1942. 
The  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  against  this  defendant  on  June  2, 
1942,  and  on  June  30,  1942,  a  judgment  was  entered  sentencing  him 
to  one  year  on  each  count,  the  sentences  to  run  concurrently.  On 
appeal,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  on  April  16,  1943,  reversed 
the  judgment  of  conviction  on  the  ground  that  the  trial  was  attended 
with  prejudicial  error.  (134  F.  (2d)  912.)  On  June  30, 1943,  an  order  of 
nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  defendant  Greer. 
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533.  United  States  v.  Tile  Contractors'  Ass'n  of  America,  Inc., 
Civil  1761 :  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  .filed  on  June  10,  1940, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  The  Tile  Contractors'  Associa- 
tion of  America,  Inc.,  the  Chicago  Mantel  &  Tile  Contractors'  Asso- 
ciation, a  national  labor  union,  a  local  labor  union,  four  corporations, 
and  23  individuals,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  TILES  shipped  into  the  Chicago 
area.  The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  to  eliminate  from  competition 
tile  contractors  not  selected  by  defendants,  by  cutting  off  their  supply 
of  tile  and  of  labor.  It  is  alleged  that  manufacturers  and  jobbers  who 
supplied  such  contractors  were  boycotted,  and  fines  and  penalties  were 
assessed  against  parties  to  the  conspiracy  not  following  the  plan.  On 
June  10,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered,  enjoining  the  alleged  prac- 
tices (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed.,  Vol.  3,  ^  25,469).  On 
September  24, 1941,  the  motion  of  the  defendant  labor  union  and  individ- 
ual defendants  connected  therewith  for  modification  of  final  decree 
was  granted  permitting  the  union  to  require  persons,  partnerships  or 
corporations  to  cease  working  with  tools  on  six  months'  written  notice, 
other  than  for  small  repair  jobs  in  private  homes.  (See  Nos.  483  and 
536.) 

534.  United  States  v.  John  P.  Nick  and  Clyde  A.  Weston,  Cr.  21555 : 
Indictment  under  the  Sherman  and  Anti-Racketeering  Acts  returned 
on  June  11,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  John  P. 
Nick  and  Clyde  A.  Weston,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  unlawfully  obtain 
money  from  motion  picture  exhibitors,  and  to  restrain  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  in  MOTION  PICTURE  FILMS.  The  indictment 
charges  that  the  defendants,  through  labor  union  and  other  activities, 
interfered  with  the  free  operation  of  motion  picture  theatres  already 
established  and  with  the  opening  of  new  theatres  in  the  St.  Louis  area. 
It  was  charged  that,  by  threats  of  strikes,  force,  and  violence,  exhibitors 
were  compelled  to  employ  operators  and  engineers  selected  by  defend- 
ants, and  unneeded  stage  hands,  and  were  forced  to  pay  sums  of  money 
to  the  defendants.  Defendants  filed  a  motion  to  strike,  a  motion  for 
severance,  a  demurrer,  and  a  motion  to  quash,  which  were  overruled 
on  July  17,  1940.  On  September  18,  1940,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of 
guilty  on  the  11  counts  of  the  indictment  charging  violations  of  the 
Anti-Racketeering  Act  and  not  guilty  on  the  count  charging  violation 
of  the  Sherman  Act.  Each  defendant  was  sentenced  to  five  years  on 
each  count  under  the  Anti-Racketeering  Act,  the  sentences  to  run  con- 
currently, and  fined  $10,000  on  the  first  count.  On  August  30,  1941,  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  affirmed  the  judgments  of  the  District  Court 
(122  F.  (2d)  660)  and  on  November  24, 1941,  the  Supreme  Court  denied 
defendants'  petition  for  writ  of  certiorari  (314  U.  S.  687,  314  U.  S.  715). 
Two  petitions  for  rehearing  were  also  denied  (314  U.  S.  715.  315 
U.  S.  710). 

535.  United  States  v.  Chattanooga  News-Free  Press  Co.,  Cr.  7978 : 
Information  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  June 
13,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Tenn.)  against  the  Chattanooga 
News-Free  Press  Co.,  and  two  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  by  pre- 
venting the  operation  of  competing  afternoon  NEWSPAPERS  in  Chat- 
tanooga, Tennessee.   The  information  further  charges  that  contracts 
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for  ADVERTISING  space  in  issues  of  the  Chattanooga  News-Free 
Press  required  advertisers  to  use  that  paper  exclusively  for  afternoon 
advertising  in  Chattanooga.  On  December  11,  1940,  the  jury  found  the 
defendants  guilty  on  count  one  and  not  guilty  on  count  two  of  the 
indictment.  A  fine  of  one  cent  was  imposed  on  each  defendant  in 
lieu  of  costs. 

536.  United  States  v.  Mosaic  Tile  Co.,  Civil  1788:  Complaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  June  15,  1940,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  six  corporations  that  manufacture  tile 
and  15  representatives  of  the  corporations  alleging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  TILES  shipped  into 
the  Chicago  area  from  outside  of  Illinois.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
defendants  conspired  to  prevent  certain  tile  contractors  from  pur- 
chasing tile  by  preparing  a  list  of  "legitimate  contractors"  and  refusing 
to  sell  to  those  not  on  the  list.  It  was  alleged  that  as  part  of  the  con- 
spiracy "legitimate  contractors"  were  to  purchase  tile  only  from  de- 
fendant manufacturers  and  to  boycott  manufacturers  selling  to 
unapproved  contractors.  On  June  17,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was 
entered,  enjoining  further  operation  of  the  conspiracy  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8tli  ed..  Vol.  3,  If  25,485).  On  June  17,  1941,  a 
motion  to  vacate  the  final  decree  was  filed  by  one  corporation  and  one 
individual.  The  motion  was  continued  generally.   (  See  Nos.  483  and  533. ) 

537.  United  States  v.  Associated  Marble  Companies,  Cr.  26976-L : 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  June  17, 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  an  unincorporated 
trade  association  of  marble  contractors  and  dealers,  five  member  cor- 
porations, three  individual  members  of  the  association,  and  six  officers 
of  the  corporations,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  the  shipment  of  MARBLE 
in  interstate  commerce  for  use  in  construction,  repair  and  alteration 
of  buildings  in  Northern  California.  The  indictment  charged  that  de- 
fendants organized  the  association,  divided  business  among  themselves 
through  a  quota  system,  submitted  collusive  bids  to  general  contrac- 
tors, and  fixed  prices.  It  was  further  charged  that  the  effect  of  such 
conspiracy  was  to  force  general  contractors  to  award  contracts  for 
the  furnishing  and  installation  of  such  marble  to  the  marble  contractor 
and  dealers  selected  by  defendants  at  collusive  and  non-competitive 
prices.  Various  defendants  filed  demurrers  and  motions  for  bills  of 
particulars  which  were  overruled  and  denied  on  November  22,  1940. 
April  28,  1941,  all  the  defendants  withdrew  their  pleas  of  not  guilty  and 
entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere.  Fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,202 
were  imposed  on  all  but  two  of  the  defendants.  These  two  individual 
defendants  were  placed  on  probation  for  one  year.   (Sec  No.  604.) 

538.  United  States  v.  Carrozzo,  Cr.  32271 :  Indictment  under  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  on  June  24,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
111.)  against  two  labor  unions  and  10  representatives  of  the  unions, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  "TRUCK 
MIXERS"  for  mixing  CONCRETE.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  prevented  the  shipment  into  the  Chicago  area  and  the  use 
therein  of  truck  mixers  by  requiring  that  paving  contractors  in  the 
Chicago  area  using  truck  mixers  agree  to  employ  the  same  number  of 
men  that  they  would  employ  if  truck  mixers  were  not  used.    It  was 


charged  that  the  conspiracy  was  enforced  by  strikes  and  threats  of 
strikes.  On  October  14,  1940,  the  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  two 
individuals  who  had  died.  Demurrers  filed  by  the  remaining  defendants 
were  sustained  on  February  1,  1941  (37  F.  Supp.  191).  On  April  7, 
1941,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  per  curiam,  upon  the  authority  of 
United  States  V.  Hutcheson  (Case  No.  462),  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  (United  States  v.  International  Hodcarriers  and  Building  and  Com- 
mon Laborers  District  Council,  313  U.  S.  539, 61  S.  Ct.  839). 

539.  United  States  v.  Johns-Manville  Corp.,  Civil  1817:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of 
the  Clayton  Act  filed  on  June  24, 1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.) 
against  seven  corporations  which  manufacture  or  distribute  MINERAL 
WOOL,  and  a  corporation  engaged  in  holding  patents  and  issuing 
licenses  thereunder,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain,  and  an  attempt 
to  monopolize,  interstate  commerce  in  the  production  and  distribution 
of  mineral  wool,  and  INSULATING  MATERIAL  used  in  buildings. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  restricted  the  production  and 
distribution  of  mineral  wool  and  of  other  competitive  products,  fixed 
prices,  forced  contractors  to  purchase  mineral  wool  only  from  defend- 
ants, and  forced  unlicensed  manufacturers  out  of  business.  It  was 
alleged  that  patent  infringement  proceedings  and  threats  to  sue  were 
used  to  eliminate  competition.  On  January  3,  1941,  the  court  denied 
motions  of  various  defendants  to  dismiss,  for  bills  of  particulars,  to 
strike  certain  paragraphs,  and  to  require  the  Government  to  file  an 
amended  complaint  stating  separately  claims  under  the  Sherman  and 
Clayton  Acts  (67  F.  Supp.  291,  1  F.  R.  D.  548).  On  August  15,  1944, 
an  order  was  entered  on  the  Government's  motion  that  the  case  be 
dismissed  without  prejudice. 

540.  United  States  v.  Lumber  Products  Ass*n,  Inc.,  Cr.  26977-S : 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June 
26,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  number  of  con- 
cerns manufacturing  millwork  and  patterned  lumber  in  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Bay  area,  certain  individuals  connected  with  such  manufacturers, 
three  trade  associations  performing  various  services  on  their  behalf, 
an  international  labor  union,  four  local  labor  unions  affiliated  with  the 
international  union,  three  trades  councils,  and  certain  of  their  members 
and  representatives.*  The  indictment  charged  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  in  MILLWORK  and  PATTERNED  LUMBER. 
Count  two  of  the  indictment,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  a 
part  of  the  interstate  commerce  in  these  products,  was  dismissed  as  to 
all  defendants  on  motion  of  the  Government.  After  demurrers  to  the 
indictment  were  overruled,  some  members  of  the  manufacturer  group 
pleaded  nolo  contendere.  The  case  went  to  trial  on  November  10, 
1941,  as  to  the  remaining  defendants.  During  the  trial  the  case  was 
dismissed  as  to  certain  defendants  and  on  December  12  the  jury  re- 
turned verdicts  of  guilty  against  all  the  others.  Motions  for  reconsid- 
eration of  defendants'  pleas  in  abatement  were  later  denied  (42  F. 
Supp.  910).  Judgments  were  entered  on  the  nolo  contendere  pleas  and 


•On  Apr.  26.  1940.  the  court  had  denied 
defendants'  motion  to  quash  subpoenas 
duces  tecum  directing  union  officers  to  ap- 


pear and  produce  records  before  the  grand 
Jury  (33  F.  Supp.  544). 
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jury  verdicts  and  fines  totalling  $118,000  (later  reduced  to  $114,000). 
were  imposed. 

Some  of  the  manufacturer  group  who  had  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  all  convicted  members  of  the  union  group  appealed  to  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals.  That  court  on  August  23,  1944,  reversed  the  con- 
victions of  three  individuals  of  the  labor  group  upon  the  ground  they 
had  acquired  immunity  by  testifying  before  the  grand  jury  and  affirmed 
the  judgments  of  conviction  of  the  other  defendants  who  had  appealed 
(144  F.  (2d)  546,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  If  57,281).  The  Supreme 
Court  granted  certiorari  on  January  2,  1945  (323  U.  S.  706,  65  S.  Ct. 
430).  After  argument  of  the  case  in  March  an  order  was  entered  on 
June  18,  1945  (325  U.  S.  1562,  65  S.  Ct.  1562),  restoring  the  case  to 
the  docket  for  reargument.  The  order  requested  counsel  to  discuss 
specified  questions  relating  to  Sections  6  and  13  (b)  of  the  Norris- 
LaGuardia  Act.  The  case  was  reargued  in  April  1946,  and  again  on 
October  16,  1946.  On  March  10,  1947,  the  Supreme  Court  rendered 
a  decision  affirming  the  Circuit  Court  (330  U.  S.  395,  67  S.  Ct.  775, 
CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  If  57,545)  on  the  merits,  holding  that  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  between  labor  unions  and  business  groups 
violated  the  Sherman  Act.  The  case  was  reversed  on  the  agency 
grounds  because  the  trial  court  refused  to  instruct  in  terms  of  Section 
6  of  the  Norris-LaGuardia  Act.  Retrial  of  the  case  was  set  for  De- 
cember 8,  1947. 

Retrial  of  the  case  was  concluded  on  February  20,  1948.  Only 
the  union  defendant  stood  trial,  as  the  manufacturing  defendants  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere  at  the  beginning  of  the  trial.  On  February 
23,  1948,  the  Court  fined  the  union  and  manufacturing  defendants  a 
total  of  $68,000,  making  the  total  fines  in  the  case  amount  to  $103,000. 
The  union  defendants  voluntarily  dismissed  their  appeal  to  the  C.  C.  A. 
9th  on  May  21,  1948. 

541.  United  States  v.  United  States  Gypsum  Co.,  Cr.  66008:  In- 
dictment under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  June 
28,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  five  corporations  which 
manufacture  GYPSUM  BOARD  AND  PLASTER  and  nine  individ- 
uals charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and 
commerce  among  the  states  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia  in  gypsum 
board.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  produce  and  sell  sub- 
stantially all  of  the  gypsum  board  manufactured  and  sold  in  the  area 
East  of  the  Rocky  Mountains.  It  further  charged  that  the  United  States 
Gypsum  Company  licensed  the  other  defendant  manufacturers  to 
use  certain  of  its  patents,  whereby,  among  other  things,  prices  were 
fixed  and  uniform  distribution  methods  adopted.  On  February  26, 
1941,  the  court  granted  in  part  and  denied  in  part  defendants*  motions 
for  bills  of  particulars  (37  F.  Supp.  398).  After  the  Government  had 
filed  bills  of  particulars,  trial  of  the  case  began  on  October  13,  1941, 
and  on  November  19  the  court  directed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  of 
not  guilty  as  to  all  defendants.    (See  Nos.  542  and  548.) 

542.  United  States  v.  Certain-teed  Products  Corp.,  Cr.  66007: 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
June  28,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  Certain-teed 
Products  Corporation  and  the  United  States  Gypsum  Company,  which 


manufacture  GYPSUM  PRODUCTS,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  commerce  among  the  states  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
in  perforated  gypsum  lath.  The  indictment  charges  that  the  United 
States  Gypsum  Co.  had  fraudulently  obtained  a  patent  on  a  certain 
type  of  perforated  gypsum  lath  which  is  not  legally  patentable  and 
that  the  defendants,  together  with  a  co-conspirator,  have  collusively 
fixed  prices  under  a  license  system.  On  February  26,  1941,  the  court 
granted  in  part  and  denied  in  part  defendants*  motion  for  a  bill  of 
particulars  (37  F.  Supp.  406).  The  government  filed  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars, and  on  September  17,  1942,  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  on  the 
government's  motion  as  to  both  defendants.     (See  Nos.  541  and  548.) 

543.  United  States  v.  St.  Louis  Tile  Contractors*  Ass*n,  Civil 
521-2:  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  July  1,  1940,  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  the  defendant  association,  one  labor 
union,  three  corporations  and  one  individual  engaged  in  selling  and 
installing  tile,  and  seven  other  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  the  purchase,  sale,  and  installation 
of  TILE  in  the  St.  Louis  area.  The  complaint  alleges  among  other 
things  that  defendants  fixed  prices  through  the  use  of  a  bid  depository, 
forced  national  manufacturers  to  sell  only  to  members  of  the  associa- 
tion, and  attempted  to  eliminate  "one-man"  and  other  tile  contractors 
not  associated  with  defendants.  It  was  alleged  that  fines,  boycotts, 
and  unwarranted  denial  of  union  labor  were  used  in  perpetrating  the 
conspiracy.  On  July  1,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered,  enjoining 
further  operation  of  the  conspiracy.  On  November  19,  1941,  a  decree 
was  entered  modifying  the  final  decree,  so  as  to  permit  the  union  to 
require  the  cessation  of  work  with  tools,  except  on  small  home  repair 
jobs,  after  six  months'  written  notice.    (See  No.  526.) 

544.  United  States  v.  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co.,  Civil  9-404: 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73  of  the 
Wilson  Tariff  Act  filed  on  July  9,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co.,  three  of  its  officers,  and 
Carl  Zeiss,  a  German  corporation,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  military  optical  instruments.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendants  entered  into  contracts  whereby  Carl 
Zeiss  agreed  not  to  compete  with  Bausch  &  Lomb  in  the  sale  of  mili- 
tary optical  instruments  in  the  United  States  and  Bausch  &  Lomb 
agreed  not  to  compete  with  Carl  Zeiss  in  the  other  world  markets. 
On  July  9,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  as  to  all  defendants 
except  Carl  Zeiss,  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regula- 
tion Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  If  25,487).  The  case  was  dismissed 
as  to  the  remaining  defendant  on  October  30,  1946.    (See  No.  509.) 

545.  United  States  v.  Detroit  Tile  Contractors  Ass'n,  Civil  1962 : 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  July  9, 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich)  against  two  associations  of 
tile  contractors,  two  labor  unions,  and  19  individuals,  alleging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
m  TILES,  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  the  purchase,  sale,  and  instal- 
lation in  the  Detroit  area  of  tile  shipped  from  outside  the  State  of 
Michigan.  The  complaint  alleges,  among  other  things,  that  defendants 
prevented  contractors  not  members  of  the  associations  from  obtaining 
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tile  and  union  labor  to  set  tile,  and  refused  membership  in  the  associa- 
tions to  numerous  tile  contractors.  It  was  alleged  that  the  combina- 
tion was  nianaged  by  a  "joint  arbitration  board,"  which  fined  conspirators 
not  following  the  plan  and  instigated  boycotts  and  picketing  of  manu- 
facturers considered  unfair.  On  July  9,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was 
entered,  granting  the  relief  sought.  On  October  3,  1941,  a  decree 
modifying  the  final  decree  was  entered  so  as  to  permit  the  union  to 
require  the  cessation  of  work  with  tools,  except  on  small  home  repair 
jobs,  after  six  months'  written  notice  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Supp.  8th  ed.,  Vol.  3,  If  25,494) .    (See  No.  467.) 

546.  United  States  v.  Pullman  Co.,  Civil  994:  Complaint  under 
Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Gayton  Act 
filed  on  July  12,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Pa.)  against  Pull- 
man, Inc.,  a  holding  company,  three  subsidiaries  thereof,  and  31  indi- 
viduals. The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce  and  a  monopoly  in  the  manufacture,  sale,  lease,  and  distribu- 
tion of  sleeping  cars  and  certain  other  types  of  rolling  stock,  and  in  the 
operation  of  SLEEPING  CAR  SERVICES.  It  was  alleged  that 
defendants  acquired  control  of  competing  companies  or  forced  them  out  of 
business,  compelled  railroads  to  deal  exclusively  with  defendants,  fixed 
prices  and  terms,  restricted  the  production  of  rolling  stock,  discriminated 
between  railroads,  exacted  unreasonably  high  profits,  and  suppressed 
the  development  of  more  efficient  and  safer  equipment.  On  July  16, 
1940,  an  order  was  filed  invoking  an  Expediting  Court  of  three  judges. 
The  trial  began  November  3,  1941,  and  on  April  20,  1943,  the  court 
rendered  an  opinion  holding  that  there  had  been  violation  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  in  both  the  operation  and  manufacture  of  sleeping  cars,  and 
directing  that  final  decree  provide  for  divorcement  of  the  operating 
company  (Pullman  Company)  and  the  manufacturing  company  (Pull- 
man-Standard Car  Manufacturing  Co.) ;  allow  the  railroads  to  pur- 
chase used  sleeping  cars  from  Pullman-Standard ;  require  the  Pullman 
Company  to  operate  and  service  sleeping  cars  of  any  manufacturer 
tendered  to  it  for  operation  and  service ;  allow  any  railroad  to  operate 
its  own  sleeping  car  business ;  require  the  Pullman  Company  to  furnish 
through-line  sleeping  car  service  to  any  railroad ;  and  eliminate  exclu- 
sive dealing  contracts  between  the  Pullman  Company  and  the  railroads 
(50  F.  Supp.  123). 

The  court  on  January  22,  1944,  held  that  Pullman,  Inc.,  might 
elect  to  dispose  of  the  operating  or  the  manufacturing  company  (53  F. 
Supp.  908).  A  judgment  entered  May  8,  1944,  required  such  election 
and  the  submission  of  a  plan  to  eflFectuate  the  separation  within  90 
days  (55  F.  Supp.  985,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  If  57,242).  Pullman, 
Inc.,  elected  to  sell  the  operating  business  and  on  March  22,  1945, 
the  court  authorized  Pullman,  Inc.,  to  negotiate  for  sale  of  the  assets 
or  of  the  stock  of  the  operating  company  and  required  the  making 
of  a  contract  of  sale  within  one  year.  Four  offers  to  purchase  the 
stock  of  the  Pullman  Company  were  submitted  and  Pullman,  Inc., 
accepted  the  offer  made  jointly  by  railroads  doing  over  95%  of  the 
passenger  business.  On  December  18,  1945,  the  court  approved  ac- 
ceptance of  this  offer  and  stated  that  it  would  impose  certain  conditions 
in  its  order  confirming  the  sale  (64  F.  Supp.  108,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade 
Cases  ^57,426).  The  court  entered  this  order  on  January  4,  1946.    On 
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March  4,  1946,  the  Government  filed  an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court.  Two 
of  the  unsuccessful  bidders  for  the  Pullman  stock,  who  had  been  allowed 
to  intervene,  have  also  taken  appeals.  With  the  consent  of  the  parties 
the  court  stayed  the  sale  pending  decision  on  the  appeal  and  provided 
that  the  defendants  should  continue  the  operations  with  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  the  profits  dependent  on  the  final  decision.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  intervened  on  November  8,  1946,  in  proceedings  before 
the  I.  C.  C.  for  the  purpose  of  opposing  the  application  of  the  railroads 
to  the  I.  C.  C.  for  approval  of  the  proposal  of  the  railroads  to  acquire 
and  operate  the  Pullman  Company.  The  Department  contended  that  if 
the  I.  C.  C.  approved  the  railroads'  application  it  would  be  creating  a 
monopoly,  the  scope  and  extent  of  which  would  be  much  the  same  as 
the  monopoly  formerly  maintained  by  the  Pullman  Company. 

The  Supreme  Court,  on  March  31,  1947,  by  an  equally  divided 
court,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  District  Court  (330  U.  S.  806,  CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases  If  57,550).  On  April  28,  1947,  the  Supreme  Court 
denied  petitions  for  rehearing  filed  by  the  United  States  and  intervenors 
(331  U.  S.  865). 

547.  United  States  v.  American  Tobacco  Co.,  Or.  6670:  Informa- 
tion filed  on  July  24,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Ky.)  against 
eight  corporations  and  certain  of  their  subsidiaries  and  officers,  charg- 
ing in  four  counts  a  conspiracy  to  restrain,  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize, 
an  attempt  to  monopolize,  and  a  monopolization  of,  interstate  trade  in 
LEAF  TOBACCO  AND  TOBACCO  PRODUCTS.  Each  of  the 
counts  charged  that  the  defendants  combined  to  acquire  control  of  the 
leaf  marketing  system  and  exercised  control  to  destroy  the  bargaining 
power  of  the  farmers;  that  within  the  framework  of  this  controlled 
system  they  fixed  prices  to  be  paid  for  leaf  tobacco ;  that  they  secured 
control  of  the  distributing  system  and  utilized  this  control  to  fix  and 
control  wholesale  and  retail  prices  of  tobacco  products. 

Five  of  the  corporations,  their  subsidiaries  and  officers,  were 
severed  pursuant  to  a  stipulation  that  they  would  plead  nolle  conten- 
dere if  those  who  stood  trial  were  convicted.  The  trial  commenced 
June  2,  1941 ;  and  on  August  4,  1941,  the  Court  sustained  defendants' 
objections  to  the  competency  of  one  of  the  Government's  expert  wit- 
nesses (39  F.  Supp.  957).  On  October  27,  1941,  the  jury  returned  ver- 
dicts of  guilty  against  substantially  all  those  who  stood  trial  on  each 
of  the  four  counts.  The  Court  imposed  fines  (in  a  total  amount  of 
$255,000)  on  each  of  three  counts,  and  held  that  the  count  charging 
attempt  to  monopolize  had  been  merged  with  the  count  charging 
monopolization.  On  appeal,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  on  Decem- 
ber 8,  1944  affirmed  the  judgments  of  conviction  (147  F.  (2d)  93,  CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  1944-1947,  Court  Decisions,  1[  57,317).  The 
Supreme  Court  granted  writs  of  certiorari  limited  to  the  question 
whether  actual  exclusion  of  competitors  is  necessary  to  the  crime  of 
monopolization  under  Section  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  (324  U.  S.  836). 
On  June  10,  1946,  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  convictions,  thus 
rejecting  defendants'  contention  that  a  definition  of  monopolization 
which  did  not  require  exclusion  of  competitors  would  constitute  double 
jeopardy.  The  court  held  the  various  offenses  defined  by  Sections  1 
and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  are  reciprocally  distinguishable  from  and 
independent  of  each  other,  so  that  there  was  no  issue  as  to  multiple 
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punishment.  328  U.  S.  781,  66  S.  Ct.  1125,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 
If  57,468).  On  June  10,  1946,  a  motion  for  leave  to  file  a  petition  for 
enlargement  of  the  scope  of  review  was  denied  (328  U.  S.  824,  66 
S.  Ct.  1357,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  If  57,468).  On  September  21, 
1946,  fines  aggregating  $57,000  were  assessed  against  the  remaining 
corporate  defendants,  of  which  $12,000  was  suspended.  Total  fines  in 
the  case  amounted  to  $312,000.  The  information  was  dismissed  as 
to  13  individual  defendants  and  the  third  count  of  the  information 
was  dismissed  as  to  certain  corporate  defendants. 

548.  United  States  v.  United  States  Gypsum  Co.,  Civil  8017: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  Au- 
gust 15,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  six  corporations 
and  one  individual  manufacturing  gypsum  products  and  seven  officers  of 
defendant  coporations,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  trade  and  commerce  among  the  states  and  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  in  GYPSUM  BOARD,  PLASTER  and  miscellaneous 
GYPSUM  PRODUCTS.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  con- 
trol the  manufacture  and  distribution  of  all  of  the  gypsum  board  and 
80%  of  the  plaster  and  miscellaneous  gypsum  products  manufactured 
and  sold  in  the  area  East  of  the  Rocky  Mountams.  It  alleges  that  the 
United  States  Gypsum  Company  licensed  the  other  defendant  manu- 
facturers to  use  certain  of  its  patents,  and  organized  a  combination 
whereby  prices  were  fixed  and  uniform  production  and  distribution 
methods  were  adopted.  The  complaint  requests  cancellation  of  cer- 
tain license  provisions  and  an  injunction  against  the  practices  alleged. 
On  November  18,  1940,  the  defendants  filed  a  motion  for  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars, which  was  denied  April  24,  1941,  except  as  to  11  paragraphs. 
On  June  5,  1941,  an  amended  complaint  was  filed.  The  government 
filed  an  expediting  certificate  December  16,  1941,  invoking  a  three- 
judge  court.  On  November  6,  1942,  the  court  granted  defendants* 
motions  to  file  supplemental  answers  setting  up  as  affirmative  defenses 
that  the  directed  verdict  in  the  criminal  case  (Case  No.  541)  was  res 
adjudicata  and  that  the  Criminal  Court  made  certain  findings  which 
were  binding  in  the  civil  action.  The  court  on  August  10,  1943,  denied 
the  government's  motion  to  strike  the  supplemental  answers,  and  also 
denied  defendants*  motion  for  summary  judgment  on  the  basis  of  the 
affirmative  defenses  (51  F.  Supp.  613).  On  March  12,  1943,  an  amend- 
ment to  the  complaint  was  filed  setting  up  the  invalidity  of  certain 
patents  owned  by  the  Gypsum  Company,  and  on  November  15,  1943, 
the  court  granted  defendants'  motion  to  strike  the  amendment  to  the 
complaint  or,  in  the  alternative,  for  partial  judgment  (53  F.  Supp. 
889).  Trial  of  the  case  commenced  November  15,  1943,  and  the  gov- 
ernment rested  its  case  on  April  19,  1944.  On  the  same  day  the  defend- 
ants moved  to  dismiss  upon  the  ground  that  the  Government  had 
shown  no  right  to  relief.  On  June  15,  1946,  the  court  sustained  defend- 
ants' motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  (67  F.  Supp.  397,  CCH  1946- 
1947  Trade  Cases  If  57,473),  and  formal  judgment  of  dismissal  was 
entered  August  6,  1946.  An  order  allowing  the  Government's  appeal 
to  the  Supreme  Court  was  entered  September  30,  1946.  On  March 
8,  1948,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
(333  U.  S.  364,  68  S.  Ct.  525,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948- 


1951,  If  62,226).  The  Government's  motion  for  summary  judgment  was 
granted  by  the  District  Court  on  June  29, 1948.    (See  Nos.  541  and  542.) 

549.  United  States  v.  Stevenson,  Jordan  and  Harrison,  Inc.,  Civil 
10-213:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
on  August  22,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Steven- 
son, Jordan  and  Harrison,  Inc.,  engaged  in  business  management  of 
trade  associations,  and  three  officers  or  employees  of  the  corporation, 
alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  Kraft  paper 
used  principally  for  wrapping  and  for  PAPER  BAGS.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  defendants  organized  a  conspiracy  and  assigned  produc- 
tion quotas,  whereby  members  of  the  Kraft  Paper  Association,  manu- 
facturing about  90  per  cent  of  the  Kraft  paper  produced  in  the  United 
States,  restricted  production  and  prorated  business.  On  August  22, 
1940,  the  defendants  answered  and  a  consent  decree  was  entered  en- 
joining the  alleged  activities  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  If  25,525).    (See  Nos.  449  and  554.) 

550.  United  States  v.  Wellington-Sears  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  108-163: 

Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  August 
27,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  four  corporations 
and  six  officers  thereof  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  AIRCRAFT  FABRIC. 
The  indictment  charges  that  defendants,  who  sell  practically  all  of  the 
aircraft  fabric  manufactured  and  sold  in  the  United  States,  established 
uniform  prices,  discounts,  and  selling  practices  among  themselves,  and 
uniform  resale  prices  for  the  jobbers  they  supplied.  On  November  15, 
1940,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $23,500 
were  imposed. 

551.  United  States  v.  Coming  Glass  Works,  Cr.  108-164:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73  of  the  Wilson 
Tariff  Act  returned  on  August  28,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  Corning  Glass  Works  and  General  Electric  Company, 
which  manufacture  all  the  glass  bulbs  made  in  the  United  States  for 
use  m  ELECTRIC  LIGHTING  EQUIPMENT,  two  Dutch  compa- 
nies, and  six  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
mT^^iic^  ^^  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  in  GLASS 
BULBS.  The  indictment  charges  that  the  American  corporations  paid 
to  the  Dutch  companies  between  $15,000  and  $25,000  per  year  to  insure 
freedom  from  competition  in  North  America.  On  September  9,  1941, 
^ht  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of 
$47,000.  The  case  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  one  individual  defendant  on 
September  9,  1941,  and  on  March  5,  1943,  as  to  a  Dutch  corporation. 

552.  United  States  v.  American  Colloid  Co.,  Cr.  108-165:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  August  29  1940 
m  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  five  corporations  selling 
Dentonite  to  the  foundry  industry,  and  eight  individuals,  charging  a 
combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce in  molding  clays  known  as  BENTONITE.  The  indictment 
cnarges  that  defendants  acquired  and  used  patents  to  eliminate  com- 
petition, to  prevent  all  except  defendants  from  producing  and  selling 

entonite  to  the  foundry  industry,  and  to  increase  prices.    On  March 
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18,  1941,  the  defendant  withdrew  demurrers,  entered  pleas  of  nolo  con- 
tendere and  were  fined  a  total  of  $29,000.   (See  No.  678.) 

553.  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Co.,  Cr.  108-172:  Indict- 
ment in  three  counts  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section 
73  of  th3  Wilson  Tariff  Act  returned  on  August  30,  1940,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  two  American  corporations,  one  Ger- 
man corporation,  and  three  officers  of  the  American  corporations, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  HARD 
METAL  COMPOSITIONS  AND  TOOLS  AND  DIES  MADE 
THEREFROM.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  resorted  to 
price  fixing,  licensing  restrictions,  restriction  of  manufacture  and  sale, 
and  discrimination  in  favor  of  certain  customers  as  against  others.  It 
charges  that  defendants  entered  into  agreements  whereby  the  Ger- 
man corporations  refrained  from  competing  in  the  United  States  mar- 
kets and  the  American  corporations  refrained  from  competing  abroad. 
Motions  by  defendants,  except  the  German  corporation,  (1)  to  quash 
count  two  or  in  the  alternative  to  compel  the  Government  to  elect  be- 
tween counts  one  and  two,  and  (2)  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  were  denied 
by  the  court  on  April  18,  1941,  but  the  court  held  that  defendants 
might  renew  at  the  close  of  the  Government's  case  the  motion  to  re- 
quire the  Government  to  elect  between  counts  one  and  two  (40  F. 
Supp.  627).  The  indictment  was  superseded  by  an  indictment  returned 
October  21, 1941  (Case  No.  650). 

554.  United  States  v.  Kraft  Paper  Ass'n,  Civil  10-329 :  Complaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  September  10,  1940,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  defendant  association,  30  corpora- 
tions, and  10  individuals,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  Kraft  paper,  used  principally 
for  wrapping  and  for  PAPER  BAGS.  It  is  alleged  that  defendants 
engaged  in  a  conspiracy  whereby  members  of  defendant  association, 
manufacturing  about  90  per  cent  of  the  Kraft  paper  produced  in  the 
United  States,  assigned  production  quotas  and  prorated  business.  On 
September  10,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  the  alleged 
practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  1(52,536). 
(See  Nos.  449  and  549.) 

555.  United  States  v.  American  Seating  Co.,  Cr.  3706:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  September  13, 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Va.)  against  six  corporations  and  39 
individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
in  SCHOOL  FURNITURE.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants, 
through  meetings  and  conferences,  fixed  prices  and  terms  for  the  sale 
of  school  furniture  and  allocated  Public  Works  Administration  con- 
tracts by  collusive  selection  of  the  low  bidder.  On  December  2,  1940, 
all  defendants  withdrew  their  pleas  of  not  guilty  and  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere.   Fines  totalling  $28,033  were  imposed.    (See  Nos.  44  and  45.) 

556.  United  States  v.  Borden  Co.,  Civil  2088:  Complaint  under 
Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  September  14,  1940,  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  twelve  corporations,  one  labor  union 
and  35  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce  in 
fluid  MILK  by  fixing  producer  and  consumer  prices,  by  controlling 
its  distribution  by  independent  distributors,  and  by  controlling  the 


Summary  of  Cases 


227 


milk  supply  movmg  in  interstate  commerce  into  Chicago.  It  was 
alleged  that  the  means  used  to  enforce  the  conspiracy  included  threats 
intimidation  violence,  strikes,  picketing,  and  secondary  boycotts.  On 
September  16,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  the  de- 
fendants from  continuing  the  alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  If  25,341).    (See  No.  435.) 

I  •  l^^*  J  ^^}^^^.  ^^*®8  ^-  American  Optical  Co.,*  Civil  10-391 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1, 2,  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act  filed  on  September  16,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  the  American  Optical  Co.,  22  corporations,  one  trustee- 
ship, and  60  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  and 
restrain  interstate  foreign  commerce  in  OPHTHALMIC  FRAMES 
and  other  OPTICAL  GOODS.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants, 
as  owners  of  various  patents,  combined  to  fix  prices  for  both  patented 
and  unpatented  optical  products  sold  by  manufacturers,  wholesalers, 
and  retailers.    It  was  also  alleged  that  defendants  indulged  in  dis- 
criminatory practices  in  dealing  with  wholesalers  and  retailers.   The 
prayer  asks  that  various  contracts  between  defendants  be  declared 
Illegal  and  that  the  American  Optical  Co.  and  other  manufacturers  be 
required  to  divest  themselves  of  their  ownership  of  wholesale  outlets, 
l^our  defendants  were  dismissed  by  stipulation  before  the  trial,  which 
commenced  November  12,  1941.    During  the  course  of  the  trial,  the 
^onvt  rendered  an  opinion  on  December  15,   1941   with   respect  to 
privileged  documents  between   attorney  and   client ;  an  opinion  on 
March  18,  1942,  permitting  the  Government  to  put  in  proof  relating  to 
lol^T^"??'^^  ^  '^^?}^l^^^  distribution ;  and  an  opinion  on  August  17, 
i^iS  ^z  t    K.  D.  534)  denying  the  Government's  motions  for  the  dis- 
covery and  production  of  documents  in  the  possession  of  defendants. 
At  the  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments,  the  trial  of  the  case 
was  adjourned  October  26,  1942,  for  the  duration  of  the  war.    A  final 
consent  judgment  was  entered  on  September  17,  1948,  against  13  manu- 
tacturers  of  eyeglass  frames  and  mountings,  a  national  trade  associa- 
tion of  optical  wholesalers,  6  optical  wholesalers,  2  patent  holding 
companies  and  13  individuals,  enjoining  price-fixing,  cancelling  certain 
patent  licenses  and  agreements  through  which  prices  have  been  con- 
trolled, requiring  that  patents  and  trademarks  relating  to  the  frames 
and  mountings  involved  be  made  available  to  other  manufacturers  on 
reasonable  terms,  limiting  the  expansion  of  the  manufacturers,  and 
prohibiting  the  boycotting  of  wholesale  firms  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1[ 62,308).     (See  Nos.  558,  559,  and  560.) 

558.     United  States  v.  Univis  Lens  Co..  Inc.,  Civil  10-392:   Com- 

fo^n^""?^''r?5^^^^"^  ^  ^"^  ^  ^^  ^^^  Sherman  Act  filed  September  16, 
1940.  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Univis  Lens  Co., 
inc..  Its  subsidiary,  the  Univis  Corporation,  and  four  officers  of  the 
fgrporations,  alleging  an  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy  in  re- 

0^ti^l*^Sff*  A^??'^l   ^-    ^-    ^^"^  ^^"^y  States  for  leave  to  intervene  (t  F    R    D 

the  SLt^fcIt  c^^J'°"  i^^^^^  removed  to  169);    and    on    the    same    day 'the  ^urt 

paid  royaiHi^°'!rl^^,*"-^'  ^o/^coyer  un-  granted  defendant's  motion  to  amend  Its 

anSempif/.  ^  ^"*'*'^  "**"^  *"<*  sublicense  answer  and  counterclaim  by  attacking  the 

S7o?trebirdiL'^p"'''?"^TK*'^cK^^^^^  7"^"y  °'  ^^^  P«^«"^«  and"^  seeking  I  dc! 

Act.    On  Julv  ?o  To!f  ."k"*^^**  ^'l*.?*'*?"*!!      ^^ratory   Judgment   that   the   pateSu  aw 

witho^t^p-^^elid^c^  noi5^nT/\h?ri?e1      '^^^^''  ^'  ^^'^'  «^>-    ^»>*  -«  ^  '"" 
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straint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  of  BIFOCAL  LENSES  by 
designating,  through  patent  licenses  and  other  agreements,  wholesalers 
and  retailers  who  could  handle  Univis  Bifocal  lenses,  by  selling  only  to 
those  designated,  and  by  fixing  minimum  resale  prices.  Defendants' 
motion  to  dismiss  and  to  quash  service  upon  the  ground  that  they  were 
not  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  overruled  on  February 
3,  1941  (37  F.  Supp.  459).  Following  trial  of  the  case,  the  Court  on 
November  25,  1941  dismissed  the  complaint  insofar  as  it  sought  to 
enjoin  license  agreements  between  defendants  and  their  wholesaler 
and  finishing  retailer  licensees;  but  declared  invalid  the  prescription 
license  and  unfair  trade  mark  agreements,  and  enjoined  defendants 
from  attempted  price  maintenance  and  indirect  control  of  optical  goods 
manufactured  by  others  (41  F.  Supp.  258).  Both  the  Government  and 
defendants  appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court.  That  Court  on  May  11, 1942 
held  that  the  Government  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  against  the 
defendants'  entire  licensing  system,  and  the  Court  affirmed  the  provi- 
sions of  the  judgment  from  which  defendants  had  appealed  (316  U.  S. 
241,  62  S.  Ct.  1088).  On  September  28,  1942,  the  District  Court  entered 
a  judgment  which,  as  modified,  enjoins  Univis,  whether  acting  alone  or 
in  concert  with  others,  from  enforcing  any  provision  of  any  existing 
patent  license  or  other  agreement,  and  from  including  in  any  future 
agreement  between  it  and  wholesalers  or  retailers  any  provision,  which 
fixes  prices  or  terms  for  resale,  designates  customers,  or  restricts  the 
purpose  for  which  or  channel  through  which  lens  blanks  or  lenses  shall 
be  sold. 

559.  United  States  v.  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co.,  Civil  10-393: 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  September  16, 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Bausch  &  Lomb  Op- 
tical Co.  and  the  Soft-Lite  Lens  Company,  corporations  which  manu- 
facture TINTED  OPHTHALMIC  LENSES,  and  six  officers  of  the 
corporations  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  through  the  limitation  of  sales  to  arbi- 
trarily selected  wholesalers  and  retailers;  the  execution  of  so-called 
"license  agreements"  with  retailers  fixing  resale  prices ;  and  the  execu- 
tion of  agreements  with  wholesalers  providing  for  resale  at  fixed  prices 
only  to  designated  retailers.  Trial  commenced  on  September  16,  1941. 
On  May  27,  1942  the  Court  held  that  the  Soft-Lite  distribution  system 
constituted  an  illegal  combination  to  boycott  all  retailers  not  licensed 
by  Soft-Lite,  to  provide  for  uniform  prices  on  sales  by  wholesalers  to 
retailers,  and  to  require  arbitrary,  non-competitive  prices  on  sales  by 
retailers  to  consumers,  but  that  Bausch  &  Lomb  and  its  officers  were 
not  shown  to  be  parties  to  this  combination  and  that  Bausch  &  Lomb's 
agreement  to  manufacture  pink-tinted  lenses  exclusively  for  Soft-Lite 
was  not  in  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade  (45  F.  Supp.  387).  The  Court 
on  February  1,  1943,  entered  a  judgment  dismissing  the  complaint 
against  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Company  and  its  officers  and  enjoining 
as  against  the  other  defendants  continuation  or  renewal  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  distribution  system  found  to  be  illegal.  On  appeal  by  both 
the  Government  and  the  Soft-Lite  Lens  Company,  the  Supreme  Co.urt 
on  April  10,  1944  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  except  in 
one  minor  particular  (321  U.  S.  707,  64  S.  Ct.  805,  CCH  1944-1945 
Trade  Cases  If  57,224).    The  Court  was  evenly  divided  on  the  principal 


issue  raised  by  the  Government's  appeal  as  to  whether  a  contract  to 
manufacture  a  product  exclusively  for  one  customer  violates  the  Sher- 
man Act.  The  District  Court's  judgment  upholding  the  validity  of 
the  contract  was  therefore  affirmed.    (See  Nos.  509,  557,  558,  and  560.) 

560.  United  States  v.  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co.,  Civil  10-394: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  Septem- 
ber 16,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Bausch  & 
Lomb  Optical  Co.  and  four  of  its  officers,  the  Ayierican  Optical  Co. 
and  three  of  its  officers,  and  Panoptik  Company,  Inc.,  alleging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  between 
the  states  and  in  the  District  of  Columbia  in  BIFOCAL  LENSES.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendants  arbitrarly  selected  wholesalers  and 
retailers  to  sell  certain  bifocal  lenses  and  fixed  uniform  resale  prices.  It 

15  also  alleged  that  cross-licensing  agreements  were  used  in  carrying 
out  the  conspiracy.  On  July  20,  1942,  the  court  granted  a  partial 
summary  judgment  on  motion  of  the  Government,  holding  unlawful 
certain  sublicenses  issued  by  defendant  Panoptik  Company,  Inc.,  to 
wholesalers  and  retailers  and  fixing  resale  prices,  since  they  were  part 
of  a  distribution  system  in  unlawful  restraint  of  interstate  trade.  The 
court  refused  to  pass  on  whether  the  sublicenses  constituted  a  con- 
spiracy or  on  the  legality  of  the  manufacturing  licenses  issued  by 
Panoptik  to  American  Optical  Co.  and  to  Bausch  &  Lomb,  and  reserved 
these  matters  for  determinations  at  the  trial.  On  a  second  motion  by 
the  Government  for  a  partial  summary  judgment,  or  in  the  alternative 
for  a  preliminary  injunction  pursuant  to  Section  4  of  the  Sherman  Act, 
the  court  on  January  15,  1943,  denied  the  motion,  holding  that  facts 
material  to  the  relief  sought  were  in  genuine  dispute,  and  no  need  for 
a  temporary  injunction  had  been  established  (3  F.  R.  D.  331). 

At  the  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments,  an  order  was 
entered  on  June  29,  1943,  adjourning  the  trial  of  the  case  until  such  time 
?l  m]^    t."^  longer  interfere  with  war  production.     On  December 

16  1948,  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to  all  but  one  individual  defendant 
who  was  dismissed  two  days  later.     (See  Nos.  557,  558  and  559.) 

561.  United  States  v.  Western  Pine  Ass'n,  Cr.  14522 :  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  September  18,  1940 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  Western  Pine  Associa- 
tion (an  incorporated  association  of  lumber  companies),  99  corporations 
Which  manufacture  and  sell  lumber,  and  28  officers  of  the  Association, 
ciiarging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  is  "western 
pine  LUMBER".  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants,  through  the 
activities  of  the  Association  and  the  use  of  its  "trade  mark  grade  mark", 
restricted  production,  fixed  prices,  and  adopted  arbitrary  and  unrea- 
sonable distribution  rules,  including  discounts  to  approved  wholesalers, 
^n  February  6,  1941,  74  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere, 
^  of  these  were  fined  a  total  of  $80,500,  and  26  received  suspended  sen- 
tences. The  remaining  54  defendants  were  nolle  prossed.  (See  No.  586.) 

562.  United  States  v.  B.  Goedde  &  Co.,  Cr.  15253:  Indictment 
vmaer  bection  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  September  21,  1940  in 
tne  Uistnct  Court  (E.  D.  111.)  against  four  corporations,  one  association 
oi  planing  and  finishing  mills,  six  labor  unions,  and  19  individuals, 
cnarging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  PRE- 
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FABRICATED  HOUSES,  KITCHEN  CABINETS,  MILLWORK 
and  other  BUILDING  PRODUCTS.  The  indictment  charges  that  the 
defendant  mills  and  mill  owners  entered  into  working  agreements  with 
the  unions  whereby  the  mills  were  permitted  to  use  the  American 
Federation  of  Labor  union  on  their  lumber  products  and  whereby 
the  unions  agreed  not  to  work  upon  or  install  products  not  bearing  the 
label.  It  was  also  charged  that  violence  and  threats  were  used  against 
organized  laborers  not  affiliated  with  defendants.  All  defendants  filed 
motions  to  quash  the  indictment,  and  various  defendants  filed  pleas  in 
abatement.  On  September  6,  1941,  the  Court  allowed  the  motions  to 
quash  and  sustained  the  Governments'  demurrers  to  the  pleas  in  abate- 
ment (40  F.  Supp.  523). 

563.  United  States  v.  West  Coast  Lumbermen's  Ass'n,  Cr.  14532 : 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  September 
25,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  West  Coast 
Lumbermen's  Association  (WCLA),  five  other  associations  of  lumber 
companies,  69  lumber  corporations,  and  25  individuals,  charging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  West  Coast  LUM- 
BER. The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  curtailed  lumber  pro- 
duction, fixed  non-competitive  prices,  and  used  unreasonable  practices 
to  exclude  others  from  engaging  in  the  lumber  business.  It  was  charged 
among  other  things  that  defendants  adopted  production  schedules, 
charged  arbitrary  and  unreasonable  amounts  for  transportation  and 
used  the  trade  mark  grade  mark  service  of  defendant  WCLA  to  dis- 
criminate against  competitors.  On  April  16,  1941,  the  case  was  dis- 
missed as  to  fourteen  defendants.  On  the  same  date  eighty-five 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  imposition  of  sentence  was 
suspended  for  one  year  on  certain  conditions  as  to  twenty-eight  and 
fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $106,500  were  imposed  as  to  fifty-seven. 
On  March  25,  1942,  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  received  suspended  sentences.  (See  No.  603.) 

564.  United  States  v.  American  Petroleum  Institute,  Civil  8524 : 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sections 
2  and  3  of  the  Clayton  Act  filed  on  September  30,  1940,  in  the  District 
Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  American  Petroleum  Institute,  22  major  and 
344  secondary  oil  corporations  engaged  in  producing,  transporting, 
refining  and  marketing  OIL  and  OIL  PRODUCTS,  alleging  a  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
the  secondary  companies  are  so  controlled  by  the  major  ones  so  as  to 
form  22  completely  integrated  units,  which  utilize  the  Institute  to  pro- 
mote and  supervise  policies  and  activities  designed  to  restrict  produc- 
tion, eliminate  competition,  and  enable  the  defendants  to  dominate  and 
monopolize  the  petroleum  industry.  It  was  alleged  that  defendants 
coerced  railroads  into  charging  discriminatory  rates,  compelled  job- 
bers, distributors,  and  service  station  operators  to  handle  their  products 
exclusively,  denied  the  use  of  ethyl  fluid  to  refiners  selling  below  prices 
set  by  defendants,  and  pre-selected  low  bidders  on  contracts.  Forty- 
eight  defendants  were  dismissed  from  the  case  on  January  2,  1942.  On 
July  16, 1946,  70  defendants  were  dismissed,  and  on  July  19,  23  defend- 
ants were  dismissed.  On  November  14,  1947,  the  defendant  Sun  Oil 
Co.  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  (C.  A.  for  D.  C.)  from 
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an  order  of  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  sustaining  plaintifT's  objections 
to  interrogatories  propounded  by  Sun  Oil  Company.  The  appeal  was 
denied  on  April  20,  1948. 

565.  United  States  v.  Smoot  Sand  &  Gravel  Corp.,  Civil  8572: 
Pi'JlPn  "^  V"^^''  S^^tion  1, 2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  October 
3,  1940,  m  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  Smoot  Sand  &  Gravel 
Corp.  and  six  of  its  officers  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of,  and  a 
monopolization  of,  interstate  commerce  in  SAND  and  GRAVEL  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Maryland,  and  Virginia.  The  complaint  alleged 
that  defendants  have  obtained  a  virtual  monopoly  in  the  sand  and 
gravel  business  in  the  District  and  in  the  adjacent  areas  of  Maryland 
and  Virginia  by  eliminating  their  main  competitor  through  price-cut- 
ting and  subsequent  secret  purchases  of  stock,  by  establishing  limited 
sales  quotas  for  the  remaining  small  competitors,  and  by  preventing 
potential  competitors,  through  intimidation,  from  engaging  in  the 
sand  and  gravel  business.  Dissolution  of  the  corporation  and  an  in- 
junction against  the  practices  complained  of  were  sought.  On  Novem- 
•ber  4,  1940,  defendants  filed  a  joint  answer.  On  July  3,  1942  the  court 
entered  an  order  postponing  the  case  for  the  duration  of  the  war.  On 
November  19,  1945,  the  Court  entered  an  order  with  the  consent  of  the 
parties  dismissing  the  complaint  without  prejudice,  because  the  entry 
of  new  competition  in  the  sand  and  gravel  business  in  the  area  involved 

TIl^^^J^^  ^J^JIS,  °^  ^^^  ^"^*  ^^^  rendered  the  issues  moot.    (See  Nos. 
466, 496  and  527.) 

566.  United  States  v.  General  Motors  Corp.,  Civil  2177:  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sections  2,  3  and  7  of 
the  Clayton  Act  filed  on  October  4,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
111.)  against  the  General  Motors  Corp:  and  General  Motors  Acceptance 
u'\  ^"^^"^  ^  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  auto- 
mobiles by  coercing  automobile  dealers  to  finance  car  sales  through 
the  acceptance  corporation  (GMAC).  On  March  13,  1942,  the  court 
denied  defendant's  motion  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  but  granted  the 
motion  to  strike  certain  portions  of  the  complaint  because  too  general 
and  indefinite  to  require  answer.  (2  F.  R.  D.  346.)  On  October  8,  1942 
the  court  held  that  under  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure  the 
ixovernment  may  be  required  to  furnish  interrogatories  (2  F.  R.  D.  528) 
and  the  Government  was  required  to  answer  12  out  of  255  interroga- 
tories requested.  The  case  has  been  continued  under  order  of  the  court 
to  allow  the  defendant  to  take  depositions  from  dealers  throughout  the 
united  States.  A  pre-trial  conference  was  held  September  10,  1946. 
(See  Nos.  430, 431,  432, 438,  and  439.) 

\7'iA^v'  ^^^^^^  States  v.  Southern  California  Marble  Ass'n,  Civil 
•  *I  tI.  ^'"P^^*"*  ""^^'"  *^^  Sherman  Act  filed  on  November  12  1940 
m  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  defendant  association! 
seven  member  corporations,  and  14  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy 
n^ifi  A^i"t^?V!"*^''^^^*^  commerce  in  the  business  of  selling  and  install- 
t^of^  r  ^^^  ^"  ^^^  Southern  California  area.  The  complaint  alleges 
nf  1  M  "  u  "^^  attempted  to  eliminate  competition  and  control  prices 
"I  marble  by  various  means,  including  the  use  of  collusive  bidding,  a 
Muota  system  for  association  members,  discrimination  against  non- 
members,  threats  to  boycott  out-of-state  producers  selling  to  non- 
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members,  circulation  of  false  information  concerning  the  credit  and 
ability  of  non-members,  and  below  cost  sales.  On  November  12, 1940,  a 
consent  decree  was  entered,  enjoining  the  alleged  activities  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  1125,607).     (See  No.  493.) 

568.  United  States  v.  Arthur  Morgan  Trucking  Co.,  Civil  642: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December 
3,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  the  Arthur  Morgan 
Trucking  Co.,  Arthur  L.  Morgan,  its  president.  Local  No.  600  of  the 
International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs,  Stablemen  and 
Helpers,  and  three  members  of  the  union.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
defendants  conspired  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce 
in  HAULING  MATERIALS  and  supplies,  including  CONSTRUC- 
TION MATERIALS,  by  attempts  to  eliminate  haulers  competing  with 
defendant  company  in  hauling  construction  materials  and  other  com- 
modities. It  further  alleges  that  competitors  were  deprived  of  union 
labor  and  subjected  to  threats  and  intimidation,  that  individual  haulers 
were  deprived  of  union  membership,  and  that  fleet  owners  were  black- 
listed, subjected  to  sabotage,  and  deprived  of  experienced  labor.  On 
December  3,  1940,  a  consent  decree  was  entered,  enjoining  the  alleged 
conspiracy.  On  July  7,  1941,  the  court  overruled  a  motion  by  Local 
No.  600  of  the  International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs, 
Stablemen  and  Helpers  to  modify  the  consent  decree  so  that  one 
defendant  might  resume  his  duties  as  business  representative  of  the 
union  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3,  J  25,608). 
(See  No.  484.) 

569.  United  States  v.  Levine  Waste  Paper  Co.,  Cr.  25958 :  Indict- 
ment under  Section  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  December  13, 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  four  corporations  and 
seven  individuals  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  monopolize 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  WASTE  PAPER.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  attempted  to  eliminate  all  competitors  of 
defendant  wholesalers  and  that  the  means  used  included  refusal  to  buy 
from  retailers  selling  to  competing  wholesalers,  denial  of  union  labor 
to  competitors,  refusal  by  the  union  to  deliver  merchandise  to  railroads 
serving  competitors,  picketing  and  threatening  to  picket,  and  threaten- 
ing to  cause  strikes  against  paper  mills  which  purchase  form  competi- 
tors. May  8,  1941,  the  court  denied  defendants'  motion  to  dismiss  and 
on  February  20,  1942,  all  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and 
were  fined  $1.00  each,  or  a  total  amount  of  $11.00.  (See  Nos.  570 
and  688.) 

570.  United  States  v.  Wholesale  Waste  Paper  Co.,  Cr.  25959: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  December  13, 
1940,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  four  corporations, 
one  labor  union,  and  nine  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  in 
waste  paper.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  attempted  to 
eliminate  all  competitors  of  defendant  wholesalers  and  that  the  means 
used  included  refusal  to  buy  from  retailers  selling  to  competing  whole- 
salers, denial  of  union  labor  to  competitors,  refusal  by  the  union  to 
deliver  merchandise  to  railroads  serving  competitors,  picketing  and 
threatening  to  picket,  and  threatening  to  cause  strikes  against  paper 
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mills  which  purchase  from  competitors.  On  February  20,  1942,  all  de- 
fendants entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $7  007 
were  imposed.   (See  No.  688.) 

571.  United  States  v.  Electrical  Solderless  Service  Connector  In- 
stitute, Civil  12-217:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  on  December  30,  1940,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
the  defendant  Institute  (a  trade  association),  eight  partnerships,  one 
corporation,  and  17  individuals,  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
IIJ^^^t''™  ^^  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  ELECTRICAL  SOL- 
DERLESS SERVICE  CONNECTORS.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
defendants  combined  to  eliminate  competition  by  setting  prices  among 
themselves,  and  by  preventing  competitors  from  entering  the  field 
through  the  use  of  price  wars.  January  4,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was 
entered,  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Supp.  8th  ed..  Vol.  3, 1[  25,585).  y  f       ^ 

S72     United  States  v.  Freihofer  Baking  Co.,  Cr.  8847:    Indict- 
ment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  9  1941 
in  the  Distnct  Court  (E.  D.  Pa.)  against  11  corporations,  30  of  their 
officers,  and  two  officers  of  the  Interstate  Bakers'  Council,  a  trade  asso- 

SFRV%p^nwr"^5'l^^^^  '"^  BREAD  AND 

J  £  •  ^^ODUCTS  by  limiting  the  sizes,  regulating  the  weights, 
and  fixing  the  prices  of  loaves  of  bread  sold  in  Maryland,  Delaware 
!T/-^l^7  ^""^  Pennsylvania.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
established  various  trade  associations  for  the  purpose  of  adopting  and 
administering  ''Codes  of  Fair  Practices,"  which  included  the  elimina- 
tion of  the  sale  of  "day  old"  bread.  Six  of  the  defendants  were  nolle 
prossed    and    the    remaining   37   defendants   entered    pleas   of   nolo 

^«cnr^''!i''-  /^'"^'J^'^tyh^  *^^'^^  ^^"^  imposed,  $5,500  of  which  was 
suspended.   (See  No.  573.) 

unJrtr^^\^f^^^'Su'  ^'^'^f''^  ^^i^g  Co.,  Cr.  8848:  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  9  1941  in  the 
District  Court  (ED.  Pa.)  against  two  corporitionsTthVerof  their 

cJn'.nTrr'^-'^'^^^^^^  ^^""^^^"  '^^'^^^  ^  combination  and 

conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  BREAD 

witVntwS  '  ^'^?  '-^^  defendants,  by  engaging  in  price  wars 
with  other  bakeries,  cut  prices  below  cost  and  used  "fighting  brands  " 
in  order  to  destroy  competition.  Two  of  the  individual  defendants  were 
nolle  prossed  and  the  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $13,000.  (See  No.  572.) 

mo  f^^'  r^^^^"^  ^^^^^*  V    Harbison-Walker  Refractories  Co.,  Cr. 

Q.  .•  \J"'i'''J'"^,"^""^^i;^^^*^°"^  ^  ^"^  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and 
section  73  of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  returned  on  January  20  1941  in 
he  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  three  American  corporations 
tour  European  companies,  and  seven  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy 
x^T^^'o^^i?*"  ^"^  monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  MAG- 
NESITE  AND  MAGNESITE  BRICK.  The  indictment  chargef  thS 
aetendants  combined  to  control  production  and  importation  of  mag- 
nesite  and  to  divide  the  world  market,  the  exclusive  territory  of  the 
American  corporations  to  be  the  United  States  and  the  exclusive  terri- 
tory of  the  European  companies  to  be  Europe,  Asia,  and  Africa    On 
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July  22,  1941,  four  corporate  defendants  and  seven  individuals  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $76,500.  Motions 
of  three  European  corporations  to  quash  and  to  vacate  and  set  aside 
purported  services  of  summons  were  on  August  13,  1941,  referred  to 
a  Special  Master,  and  the  case  is  still  pending  as  to  these  corporations. 

575.  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Co.,  Civil  1364:  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  Section  3  of  the  Clayton 
Act,  and  Section  73  of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  filed  on  January  27,  1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (D.  N.  J.)  against  the  General  Electric  Co.,  West- 
inghouse  Electric  &  Manufacturing  Co.,  nine  other  American  corpora- 
tions, and  one  Dutch  company,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and 
monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  incandescent  ELEC- 
TRIC LAMPS,  GLASS  BULBS,  TUBING,  CANE,  ARGON  GAS, 
the  machinery  for  manufacturing  bulbs,  tubing,  and  cane,  and  other 
ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defend- 
ants combined  to  acquire  monopolies  of  patents  relating  to  the  incan- 
descent electric  lamp  industry,  to  limit  production,  allot  territories, 
eliminate  competitors,  and  to  fix  prices  in  the  distribution  and  sale  of 
incandescent  electric  lamps  in  the  United  States.  It  was  alleged  that 
the  means  used  in  effectuating  the  conspiracy  included  pooling  patents 
and  using  a  so-called  "agency  plan".  On  May  15,  1941,  Hygrade 
Sylvania  Corp.  filed  a  crossclaim  against  the  co-defendants  General 
Electric  and  Corning  Glass  Works  for  treble  damages  in  the  sum  of 
$3,750,000. 

On  April  10,  1942,  defendant  Westinghouse  Electric  and  Manufacturing  Co. 
signed  a  consent  decree  providing  for  the  free  public  licensing  by  Westinghouse 
of  all  present  and  future  patents  relating  to  lamps,  lamp  parts  and'  lamp  ma- 
chinery; and  enjoining  Westinghouse  from  entering  into  a  contract  with  a  manu- 
facturer by  which  any  price,  territorial  or  quota  restriction  is  imposed,  and  from 
bringing  suit  to  enforce  any  such  provisions  in  present  licenses  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  H  52,777). 

On  October  1,  1942,  Jewel  Incandescent  Lamp  Co.,  Inc.,  filed  a  motion  to 
intervene  and  for  an  injunction  pendente  lite,  alleging  that  General  Electric  and 
Westinghouse  conspired  to  maintain  a  monopoly  by  joint  reductions  in  the  retail 
price  of  certain  sizes  of  incandescent  lamps,  which  would  put  independent  manu- 
facturers of  such  lamps  out  of  business.  The  court  denied  the  motion  on  January 
15,  1943,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  based  on  bare  assertions  and  was  devoid  of 
any  element  of  proof.  The  Supreme  Court  on  April  19,  1943,  in  a  per  curiam 
decision  dismissed  an  appeal  from  this  ruling  upon  the  authority  of  cases  holding 
that  no  appeal  lies  from  an  order  denying  leave  to  intervene  (318  U.  S.  746). 

Trial  of  the  case  which  had  commenced  June  22,  1942,  was  postponed  on 
February  10,  1943,  at  the  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments.  Trial 
of  the  case  was  resumed  March  11,  1946. 

On  March  7,  1946,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  with  the  Corning  Glass 
Works,  requiring  Corning  to  license  royalty  free,  without  restriction  under  its 
present  patents;  to  license  on  an  unrestricted  basis  at  reasonable  royalties  under 
all  future  patents  applied  for  before  January  1950;  to  grant  royalty  free  immunities 
under  any  foreign  patent  corresponding  to  any  present  patent;  to  furnish  know- 
how,  technical  information,  and  glass  formulae  in  commercial  practice  or  operation 
on  the  date  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment,  at  a  nominal  charge;  to  furnish  addi- 
tional know  how  given  to  any  person  within  the  five-year  period  following  the 
judgment  to  all  other  applicants;  to  sell  glass  bulbs,  tubing  and  cane  at  non-dis- 
criminatory prices,  terms  or  conditions  to  every  purchaser.  Corning  was  enjoined 
from  dividing  the  market,  preventing  imports  and  exports,  excluding  others  from 
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the  market  by  threats  of  patent  infringement,  fixing  prices,  and  forbidden  from 
acquiring  stock  or  assets  of  any  domestic  company  except  after  affirmative  show- 
ing to  the  court  that  the  acquisition  will  not  tend  to  lessen  competition.  Trial 
of  the  case  was  concluded  as  to  the  remaining  defendants  on  May  25  1946  (See 
Nos.  82,  281,  553,  650,  747,  and  814.) 

On  January  19,  1949,  an  opinion  was  rendered  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  J.)  holding  that  General  Electric  had  monopolized  the 
incandescent  lamp  industry,  had  established  and  maintained  a  number 
of  supporting  monopolies  embracing  patents,  lamp  bases,  and  glass 
parts  used  in  the  manufacture  of  incandescent  lamps,  and  with  its 
licensees  had  conspired  to  restrain  trade  and  commerce  in  violation  of 
Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  that  the  licensees  had  violated 
Section  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  by  conspiring  with  General  Electric  to 
support  its  monopoly  position  and  control.  The  court  found  that 
General  Electric's  market  control,  through  which  it  held  monopoly 
over  the  industry,  was  made  up  of  its  own  production  of  approximately 
55  percent  of  the  lamps  sold  and  manufactured  in  the  United  States 
and  the  production  of  its  licensees  which  General  Electric  effectively 
controlled,  comprising  30  percent  of  the  lamps  made  and  sold  in  the 
United  States.  The  court  also  found  that  the  individual  agency 
systems  used  by  General  Electric  and  Westinghouse  for  distributing 
lamps  did  not  violate  the  antitrust  laws  but  that  the  manner  in  which 
the  operation  of  the  two  agency  systems  was  enmeshed  through  the 
office  of  Supervisor  created  by  General  Electric  was  an  unlawful 
„  restraint  of  competition.  It  further  found  that  in  anticipation  of  the 
expiration  of  controlling  lamp  patents  General  Electric  brought  about 
the  establishment  of  a  world  cartel  and  that  through  International 
General  Electric,  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  General  Electric,  the 
latter  company  was  linked  with  the  cartel.  Lifting  the  corporate 
veil  of  International  General  Electric,  the  court  said,  it  was  exposed 
as  a  facile  tool  and  active  conspirator  in  a  scheme  whose  primary 
purpose  was  the  maintenance  of  General  Electric  domination  over  the 
lamp  industry  in  the  U.  S.  by  preventing  foreign  competition.  Corning 
and  Westinghouse  are  bound,  by  the  terms  of  their  consent  decrees 
to  decision  in  this  case.  ' 

576.  United  States  v.  Broadcast  Music,  Inc.,  Civil  459 :  Complaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  January  27  1941  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  Wis.)  against  Broadcast  Music,  Inc.,  alleging 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  RADIO 
BROADCASTING,  SHEET  MUSIC  and  ELECTRICAL  TRAN- 
SCRIPTIONS. The  National  Association  of  Broadcasters,  the  Colum- 
bia Broadcasting  System,  Inc.,  the  National  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc 
and  11  individuals  were  named  as  conspirators.  The  complaint  alleges 
a  conspiracy  to  require  radio  broadcasting  stations  to  deal  with  the 
aefendant,  to  purchase  stock  in  it  and  to  acquire  a  blanket  license  to 
broadcast  musical  compositions  owned  or  controlled  by  it,  to  require 
those  using  radio  stations  to  perform  a  minimum  number  of  its  com- 
positions, to  discriminate  among  stations  as  to  prices  and  terms,  and 
to  vest  in  defendant  the  power  to  restrict  performance  for  the  purpose 
ot  tixing  the  price  of  recordation  rights.  On  February  3,  1941  a  consent 
decree  (modified  May  14,  1941)  was  entered  enjoining  defendant 
irom  exercising  exclusive  control  over  the  performing  rights  of  music 
on  which  It  has  no  copyright ;  from  discriminating  in  price  or  terms 
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between  users  of  music ;  from  requiring  license  fees  not  in  proportion 
to  the  use  of  defendant's  music  unless  so  desired  by  the  user;  from 
requiring  multiple  fees  in  the  case  of  network  broadcasts;  from  requir- 
ing users  of  music  to  accept  the  entire  catalog  of  defendant's  compo- 
sitions when  only  individual  compositions  are  desired;  and  granting 
other  relief  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  H  52,516). 
(See  Nos.  404,  585,  and  593.) 

577.  United  States  v.  Institute  of  Carpet  Manufacturers  of  Amer- 
ica, Inc.,  Civil  12-416:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  on  January  28,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
a  trade  association  of  carpet  manufacturers,  14  corporations,  and  15 
individuals  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
in  RUGS  AND  CARPETS.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  com- 
bined to  establish  uniform  prices,  price  differentials,  rebates,  terms  and 
conditions  of  sale ;  to  limit  the  number  of  lines  of  merchandise  and  the 
quantity  to  be  sold  to  any  particular  class  of  customer;  and  to  estab- 
lish uniform  classification  of  customers.  On  February  5,  1941,  the 
court  held  that,  in  the  case  of  a  consent  decree  Rule  52  of  the  Federal 
Rules  and  Civil  Procedure  did  not  require  the  making  of  findings  of 
fact  (1  F.  R.  D.  636).  On  February  6,  1941,  the  court  entered  a  consent 
decree  enjoining  the  conspiracy  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
1941-1943,  If  52,517  at  p.  52,541). 

578.  United  States  v.  Food  Distributors  Ass'n,  Cr.  9306:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  29, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  Colo.)  against  a  trade  association  of 
retail  and  wholesale  grocers,  five  corporations,  and  nine  individuals, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade 
and  commerce  in  FOOD  PRODUCTS.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  combined  to  fix  "uniform  price  mark-up  percentages"  for 
wholesale  and  retail  grocers  and  that  the  means  used  in  effectuating 
the  conspiracy  include  the  use  of  threats  to  prosecute  non-conforming 
conspirators  for  alleged  violations  of  the  Colorado  Unfair  Practices 
Act.  On  February  15,  and  May  16,  1941,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo 
contendere  and  fines  totalling  $53,300  were  imposed. 

579.  United  States  v.  Albion  Vein  Slate  Co.,  Cr.  8869:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  29,  1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Pa.)  against  18  corporations  engaged  in 
quarrying  SLATE  or  as  jobbers  of  slate  and  slate  products,  and  18  indi- 
viduals, charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  and  terms 
for  the  sale  of  slate  and  slate  products,  to  establish  price  differentials 
among  various  classes  of  customers,  to  require  distributors  to  main- 
tain minimum  resale  prices,  and  to  require  contractors  to  observe  uni- 
form installation  charges.  December  8,  1941,  all  defendants  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere.  Three  corporations  were  fined  $1,000  each. 
Imposition  of  sentence  as  to  remaining  defendants  was  suspended. 

580.  United  States  v.  Aluminum  Company  of  America,  Cr.  109- 
189:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
on  January  30,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the 
Aluminum  Company  of  America,  a  producer  of  aluminum  products 
containing  magnesium ;  the  Dow  Chemical  Co.,  the  only  producer  of 


magnesium  in  the  United  States ;  the  American  Magnesium  Corp.,  the 
largest  fabricator  of  magnesium  products  in  the  United  States;  two 
other  American  corporations ;  I.  G.  Farben,  a  German  corporation ;  and 
eight  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
interstate  commerce  in  MAGNESIUM  AND  MAGNESIUM  PROD- 
UCTS. The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  prevent 
others  than  Dow  Chemical  from  producing  magnesium;  to  limit  the 
production  and  sale  of  magnesium  products  to  defendants  and  their 
licensees ;  to  pool  competing  patents,  and  to  establish  uniform  prices. 
On  the  Government's  motion,  a  writ  of  distringas  was  issued  May  10, 
1941,  ordering  the  United  States  marshal  to  seize  all  property,  and 
credits  of  I.  G.  Farben  in  possession  of  the  National  City  Bank,  to 
prevent  funds  being  withdrawn.  On  May  21,  1941,  a  similar  writ  was 
issued  to  distrain  another  corporation  from  paying  any  funds  to  I.  G. 
Farben.  These  writs  were  modified  by  an  order  entered  July  1,  1941, 
reducing  the  amount  of  the  attachment  against  I.  G.  Farben  to  $25,000. 
The  court  on  October  8,  1941,  granted  certain  demands  in  defendants' 
motions  for  bills  of  particulars  (41  F.  Supp.  347).  April  15,  1942,  pleas 
of  nolo  contendere  were  entered  by  all  but  three  defendants  and  total 
fines  in  the  amount  of  $104,993  were  imposed.  On  May  13,  1942,  one 
defendant  was  nolle  prossed.  The  case  was  dismissed  as  to  the  re- 
maining defendants  on  October  31,  1946.   (See  Nos.  581  and  582.) 

581.  United  States  v.  American*  Magnesium  Corp.,  Cr.  109-190: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January 
30,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  American 
Magnesium  Corp.,  the  Dow  Chemical  Co.,  the  Aluminum  Company  of 
America,  one  German  corporation,  and  four  individuals,  charging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  MAG- 
NESIUM AND  MAGNESIUM  PRODUCTS.  The  indictment  charges 
the  defendants  entered  into  agreements  whereby  competition  was  elim- 
inated and  uniform  prices  established.  Two  writs  of  distringas  pre- 
cisely like  those  issued  in  Case  No.  580  were  issued  and  were  later 
modified  in  the  same  way  as  in  Case  No.  580.  On  October  8,  1941, 
defendants*  motions  for  bills  of  particulars  were  granted  in  part  (41  F. 
Supp.  347).  On  April  15,  1942,  all  but  two  defendants  pleaded  nolo 
contendere  and  fines  were  imposed  totalling  $15,003.  The  case  was 
dismissed  as  to  the  remaining  defendants  on  October  31,  1946  (See 
Nos.  580  and  582.) 

582.  United  States  v.  Dow  Chemical  Co.,  Cr.  109-191:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  30, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Dow  Chemical 
Co.,  three  other  American  corporations,  one  German  corporation,  and 
five  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  in  MAGNESIUM  and  MAGNESIUM  PROD- 
UCTS. The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  prevent 
competition  by  making  it  impossible  for  any  person  to  obtain  a  license 
to  fabricate  magnesium  products  under  the  patents  owned  or  con- 
trolled by  the  defendants  without  purchasing  magnesium  from  the 
defendants.  Two  writs  of  distringas  precisely  like  those  issued  in 
Case  No.  580  were  issued  and  were  later  modified  in  the  same  way  as 
in  Case  No.  580.  On  October  8,  1941,  defendants'  motions  for  bills  of 
particulars  were  granted  in  part  (41  F.  Supp.  347).    On  April  15,  1942, 
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«!)n^  *'^°  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling 
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the  right  to  broadcast  the  copyrighted  music  of  the  members  of  So- 
ciety. On  March  13,  1941,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and 
were  fined  a  total  of  $35,250.    (See  Nos.  576  and  593.) 

586.  United  States  v.  Western  Pine  Ass'n,  Civil  1389-RJ:  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  February  6,  1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif)  against  the  defendant  trade  associa- 
tion, composed  of  lumber  companies  and  96  corporations  which  manu- 
facture and  sell  lumber,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce  in  "western  pine  lumber."  The  complaint  alleges  that  de- 
fendants, through  the  activities  of  the  Association  apd  the  use  of  its 
"trade  mark  grade  mark,"  restricted  production,  fixed  prices,  and 
adopted  arbitrary  and  unreasonable  distribution  rules,  including  dis- 
counts to  approved  wholesalers.  On  February  6,  1941,  a  consent  decree 
enjoining  the  alleged  activities  was  entered  as  to  all  except  one  defend- 
ant (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,548).  On 
October  7,  1943,  the  Court  filed  an  order  modifying  the  consent  decree 
to  specify  that  nothing  in  the  decree  shall  be  construed  to  restrict  or 
prohibit  activities  approved  by  the  War  Production  Board  in  certifi- 
cates issued  pursuant  to  Section  12  of  the  Small  Business  Mobilization 
Act.    (See  No.  561.) 

587.  United  States  v.  Western  Washington  Wholesale  Grocers 
Ass'n,  Cr.  45440 :  Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  3  of 
the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  February  7,  1941,  in  the  District  Court 
(W.  D.  Wash.)  against  an  association  of  wholesale  grocery  compa- 
nies, 11  corporation  members  of  the  association,  and  13  individuals, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce  in  grocery  products 
shipped  from  other  states  into  the  State  of  Washington  and  into  the 
Territory  of  Alaska.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  com- 
bined to  fix  prices  and  to  circulate  false  rumors  concerning  available 
supplies  of  grocery  products  and  concerning  the  credit  and  integrity  of 
other  jobbers,  and  that  they  coerced  national  manufacturers  to  refuse 
to  sell  to  other  jobbers.  Twenty-three  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  on  July  30,  1942,  the  two  remaining  defendants  were  con- 
victed after  a  trial  during  the  course  of  which  the  court  granted  a 
motion  to  strike  count  two  of  the  indictment.  One  of  the  convicted 
defendants  was  granted  a  new  trial  and  fines  totalling  $8,250  were  im- 
posed on  the  other  24  defendants.  On  March  2,  1943,  the  indictment 
was  dismissed  as  to  the  defendant  who  had  been  erranted  a  new  trial. 
(See  No.  723.) 

588.  United  States  v.  National  Fertilizer  Ass'n,  Inc.,  Cr.  1167: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  February 
10,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (M.  D.  N.  C.)  against  the  Association, 
69  other  corporations,  and  36  officers  of  the  corporations,  charging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  mixed 
FERTILIZERS  and  fertilizer  material.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  combined  to  eliminate  competition  by  fixing  uniform  prices 
and  terms  for  sale,  and  that  in  carrying  out  the  conspiracy  the  defend- 
ants circulated  information  facilitating  the  computation  of  uniform 
prices,  held  meetings  to  discuss  price  policies  and  marketing  methods, 
adopted  uniform  discounts  to  dealers  and  agents,  and  divided  sales 
territories.  May  12,  1941,  23  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  81 
pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  indictment  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  two.    On 
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the  same  date  a  stipulation  was  entered  into  between  Superphosphate 
Association,  Inc.,  and  the  Government  providing  for  the  dissolution 
of  the  association  and  the  entry  of  a  consent  decree.  On  March  16, 
1942  the  indictment  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  4  defendants  and  76  de- 
fendants who  had  pleaded  not  guilty  withdrew  their  pleas  and  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere.  On  March  24,  1942,  judgment  was  sus- 
pended as  to  the  Executive  Secretary  of  the  defendant  trade  associa- 
tion and  fines  totalling  $259,852,  were  imposed  on  all  defendants  who 
had  pleaded  nolo  contendere.    (See  Nos.  525, 613, 639, 685.) 

589.     United  States  v.  Beatrice  Creamery  Co.,  Cr.  5686:   Indict- 
ment in  two  counts  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
February  13,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  la.)  against  one  cor- 
poration, one  labor  union,  and  10  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  fluid  MILK.     Count  one  charges 
that   defendants  combined  to  fix  retail  prices  and   distributor  dis- 
counts, and  to  prevent,  by  threats  of  strikes,  force,  and  violence,  deliv- 
eries of  milk  in  the  Dubuque  (Iowa)  area  at  prices  lower  than  those 
fixed;  and  that  the  union  compelled  its  members,  under  penalty  of 
fine,  to  refuse  to  deliver  milk  of  a  producer  to  a  consumer  not  a  regular 
purchaser  of  such  producer.     Count  two  charges  that  defendants  re- 
frained from  competing  with  one  another  or  with  selected  handlers  or 
distributors  for  consumer  patronage.    The  court  required  the  Govern- 
ment to  elect  on  which  count  it  would  proceed  and  it  dismissed  count 
two.    The  jury  on  May  7,  1941,  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  each 
defendant.    Fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $6,000  were  imposed  and  the 
individual  defendants  were  given  sentences  of  six  months  subject  to 
suspension  upon  payment  of  their  fines  and  court  costs.    On  appeal 
by  the  union  and  two  of  its  officials,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  on 
May  22,  1942,  held  that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  warrant  convic- 
tion of  the  union  or  of  its  business  agent,  but  the  court  affirmed  the 
judgment  entered  against  the  union's  financial  secretary  (Truck  Driv- 
ers' Local  No.  421  v.  United  States,  128  F.  (2d)  227). 

590.  United  States  v.  Harbor  District  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n, 
Civil  1401-Y:  Complaint  under  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  February 
14,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  association 
of  lumber  dealers,  11  member  corporations,  and  18  individuals  alleging 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  LUMBER  and  LUM- 
BER PRODUCTS.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  combined 
to  control  prices  and  regulate  the  manner  of  bidding  on  contracts  to 
supply  contractors,  to  eliminate  competition,  and  to  prevent  lumber 
dealers  not  members  of  defendant  association  from  obtaining  and  sell- 
ing lumber  and  lumber  products  in  the  "Harbor  District."  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  the  means  used  included  fixing  prices,  assigning 
contractors  to  be  supplied  by  defendants,  collusive  bidding,  at  times 
selling  below  cost,  and  threatening  to  boycott  mills  and  brokers  who 
sell  to  non-member  dealers.  On  February  14,  1941,  a  consent  decree 
was  entered,  enjoining  the  alleged  conspiracy  (CCH  Trade  Reaulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,555).    (See  No.  506.) 

591.  United  States  v.  E.  L.  Bruce  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil  21783-W:  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  February  14,  1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  five  corporations  dealing  in 
hardwood  flooring  as  wholesalers,  five  officers  of  the  corporations,  and 
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three  individual  wholesalers.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants 
conspired  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  by  fixing  uniform,  non-com- 
?xT^^^^'  u^"o  ""I5asonable  high  prices  for  HARDWOOD  FLOOR- 
ING in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area.  On  February  14,  1941,  a  consent 
decree  was  entered  enjoining  the  alleged  conspiracy  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,585).  (See  Nos.  473  and  474  ) 

T  A'^^^'    y^**;^  States  V.  American  Surgical  Trade  Ass'n,  Cr.  8874- 

FebmTv  19"f9Tl  ^'"'ir^-  '"'  V'  ^^^  ^^^™^"  A^^  returned  on 
l^ebruary  19,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Pa.)  against  the  de- 
fendant Association    24  member  corporations  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture  and  sale  of   SURGICAL   SUPPLIES,  Ind   12  individuals 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  a  conspiracy  to  monopS 

chTr^is  th^rd';^^^^^^^  ?""'L^?  in  surgical  supplied  The  inXtment 
charges  that  defendants  established  a  registration  plan  wherebv  anv 
member  of  the  Association  could  register  any  article  of  Turgkafsup^ 
?n  n'  ^'''  produced  by  the  member,  the  other  members  agr?ein/not 
to  produce  or  sell  an  imitation  of  the  article  for  five  years  f  nd  to  bov 
con  any  imitation  or  copy.    In  September  1942  the  ca^se  was  postponed 

MaS^\1^'C'lr"'''  ^'  ^'.%^r  ^"^  ^^-y  Deprrtm'ent  ^  On 
March   18,  1946,  all  corporate  defendants  and  the  trade  association 

pU^aded  nolo  contendere,  and  total  fines  were  imposed  of  $17  (KK)  The 
12  officers  were  dismissed  from  the  case.  ^i/,wu.    i  He 

.  A  ^^^u,.  Y^^«5i.States  V.  American  Society  of  Composers.  Authors 
and  PubUshers,  CivU  13-95:  Complaint  unde7sectionTof^^ Shem^^^^ 
Act  filed  on  February  26,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (SDNY^ 
against  an  unincorporated  association  of  music  composers  '  auihors 

l?f  glc^F^fo^s^^^S^  pictVreIS,  li§kl^^^S^t 

toTest^ctt'emr  iy\'^''-^^-'y  contro/the  actlvSL'^ZSty^ 
musirl?^!       ^.^'"'^'P  ^"^  composers  of  not  less  than  five  copyriS' 
musical  compositions;  to  give  it  a  monopoly  of  the  rieht  to  l^enE  f^2 
compositions  of  its  members  for  public  performance  •  fo  In^^^^ 
Snir  ?oT"^.  members ;  to  issu^  to  c^^mtda^^^^^^^^^ 
^\Ia        ^'scnminate  between  radio  broadcasting  stations  •  pnH  to 

Tcc^tdV^n:^^^^^^^^  sta^tio^X'  had'not 

broadcast  tl^rr     •  tVJ  ^"'^.  P"^^  ^""^^  ^y  defendants,  the  ri^ht  to 
Ch  4  1Q4^  copynghted  music  of  the  members  of  the  Society^    On 
spiW  Vrr^  V°!i'^"J  ^^f  ^.^^  ^^'  ^"^^^^^  enjoining  the  alleged  con 
(Soi.^^^^^^^^  ^^^-^^'  Supp.  194^-1943,  fsllS. 

594.     United  States  v.  Redwood  Lunch  Club   Cr  77179.    1  a-  . 
T97  rl"  ^?*^*'?"  ^  °^  '^^  Sherman  Act  returned  -of  Feb'ruarv'^' 


242 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Summary  OF  Cases 


243 


i 


order  to  fix  delivered  prices.     On  February  26,  1941,  all  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $20,000. 

595.  United  States  v.  Southwestern  Woodwork  Ass*n,  Cr.  15078: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  3, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Mo.)  against  the  defendant  trade 
association,  14  corporations  operating  as  millwork  jobbers,  and  15 
individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
in  "stock  millwork".  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  com- 
bined to  fix  prices  paid  by  retailers  to  jobbers,  to  establish  uniform 
discounts,  to  divide  sales  territories,  and  to  threaten  to  boycott  manu- 
facturers not  following  list  prices  and  discounts  adopted  by  defendants. 
All  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  on  May  17,  1941,  were 
fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $31,450. 

596.  United  States  v.  Southern  California  Gas  Co.,  Cr.  14832:  In- 
dictment under  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  14,  1941,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  association,  nine  corpora- 
tions and  one  individual  manufacturing  gas  ranges,  10  corporations 
and  one  individual  dealing  in  gas  ranges  as  retailers,  and  22  individuals 
associated  with  the  corporations  or  association,  charging  a  conspiracy 
to  fix  retail  prices  and  to  establish  uniform  regulations  and  policies 
for  retail  dealers  in  GAS  RANGES.  The  indictment  charges  that  the 
means  used  to  enforce  the  conspiracy  included  blacklisting  of  non-con- 
forming dealers  and  refusing  to  purchase  or  guarantee  payments  under 
their  sales  contracts.  On  May  7,  1942,  38  defendants  entered  pleas  of 
nolo  contendere  and  fines  in  the  amount  of  $54,000  were  imposed  on  24 
of  them,  the  remaining  14  defendants  receiving  suspended  sentences. 
On  September  2,  1942,  the  case  as  to  the  remaining  six  defendants  was 
postponed  at  the  request  of  the  War  Department  for  the  duration  of 
the  war.  On  November  1, 1945,  the  remaining  defendants  entered  pleas 
of  nolo  contendere,  and  fines  were  imposed  in  the  total  amount  of 
$7,500.    (See  No.  704.) 

597.  United  States  v.  Westinghouse  Electric  Supply  Co.,  Cr. 
14843:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
March  21,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  charging  that  a 
trade  association,  20  corporations,  and  23  individuals  conspired  to 
restrain  interstate  commerce  in  GAS  and  ELECTRIC  RERIGERA- 
TORS.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  retail 
prices  and  to  establish  uniform  conditions  of  sale  for  refrigerators  sold 
in  the  Los  Angeles  area.  It  was  charged  that  the  means  used  in 
effectuating  this  conspiracy  included  the  blacklisting  and  the  boycott- 
ing by  defendant  retailers  of  manufacturers  who  refused  to  join  the 
conspiracy,  and  refusal  by  manufacturers  to  supply  retailers  not  con- 
conforming  to  the  terms  of  the  conspiracy.  Forty-one  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  in  the  amount  of  $45,003  were  im- 
posed against  the  trade  association,  15  corporations,  and  6  individuals. 
Imposition  of  sentence  was  suspended  as  to  16  individual  defendants 
and  3  corporations  and  they  were  placed  on  probation  for  one  year 
on  condition  that  the  judgment  entered  in  United  States  v.  Retail  Furni- 
ture Dealers'  Association  of  Southern  California  (Case  No.  704),  is 
observed.  The  indictment  was  dismissed  against  one  corporate  defend- 
ant on  September  13,  1943,  and  the  remaining  two  defendants  were 
nolle  prossed  March  31, 1944.    (See  No.  705.) 


598     United  States  v   Eh  Lilly  and  Co.,  Cr.  67571:    Indictment 

1*^, ''•  !u '"?>?  *  -^"1^  °^  *•'«  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  31, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  three  corporations  which 
nianufacture  and  sell  insulin  and  seven  officers  of  the  corporations 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  commerce  among  the  states  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  in  INSULIN.  The  indictment  charges  that  de- 
fendants fixed  prices  of  msuHn  on  direct  sales  to  retailers,  private  hos- 
pitals city,  county  and  state  institutions,  the  Federal  Government 
as  well  as  on  resales  by  wholesalers,  distributors  and  retailers.  It  was 
charged  that  the  conspiracy  was  enforced  by  a  policing  system  and 

^f«  O^  if  I  9  ?OA,*°,!''°l'  n^t  adhering  to  defendants'  price  sched- 
ules  On  July  2,  1941,  the  three  defendant  corporations  and  the  presi- 
dent of  each  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  were  imposed  of  $5  000 

^f I'lQ^^m  p''°'"P°'?"?,"  ^"^  f  ^'l°°  ^g^'"^t  «^<='>  individual,  or  a  total 
ot  ?iy,500.    Four  individual  defendants  were  nolle  prossed. 

599.  United  States  v.  Ideal  Cement  Co..  Cr.  9336 :  Indictment  under 
Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  April  14,  1941,  in  the  Dis- 
tnct  Court  (Colo.)  against  nine  corporations  and  11  individuals,  charg- 
ing a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  Portland  cement 
shipped  mto  the  Denver  area  from  producers  located  in  the  States  of 
Colorado  and  Wyoming.    The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  as 

PAR^rf  Mf?<^S-\'.^^\T^"l'^'"^*^.*°  ^"^  wholesale  and  retail  prices  for 
PORTLAND  CEMENT  shipped  into  "Denver  area"  from  outside  the 
State  of  Colorado  May  21, 1941,  one  defendant  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  was  fined  The  court  on  July  2,  1941,  quashed  Count  2  of  the 
^^„' wu"  -^U^  overruled  defendants'  demurrers  and  other  motions  to 
^^^f-  K  '?  .o?J*"o  Defendants  pleaded  not  guilty  and  trial  began 
September  1,  1941.    September  22.  1941,  the  jury  was  unable  to  agree 

Trll  ^  ^Ta'^^^  "'  ^"^  '■^.*"^'-  °"  February  12,  1942,  four  corpora- 
of  Sil/lm  ?-'°  <=°"t!"dere  and  fines  were  imposed  in  the  amount 
of  $14,500,  making  total  fines  of  $15,000.  On  the  same  date  a  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  14  remaining  defendants.    (See  No.  684.) 

o«7^°°t'  jV"**"*  States  V.  National  Retail  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n,  Cr. 
Vi37 :  Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  on  April  14,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (Colo  ) 
^nH'"?f -'T  Z^^^,  associations  of  retail  lumber  dealers,  37  corporations 
and  51  individuals  (all  retail  lumber  dealers),  and  two  cement  manu- 
tacturers,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  a  conspiracy  to 
monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  the  sale  and  distribution  of  LUM- 
SiTFpVA^T^c^^  PRODUCTS,  CEMENT  and  other  BUILDING 
M«rL„  •^u  •  "l-^''  ^"'^  consumed  in  Colorado,  Wyoming  and  New 
"lexico.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  elimi- 
nate competition  from  manufacturers  and  wholesalers  for  the  trade 
rit^  fT^*l''°"!"'V*'"®'  *°  force  consumers  to  buy  only  from  recognized 
ImnLT  .^'e^l*"'  to  eliminate  competition  and  allot  territories 
H^!15*  ^^'^^f'  ^"**  to  prevent  competitors  from  obtaining  supplies 

ov^rr,,  T^'V^".?*^'''"'."'  ^""^  wholesalers.  On  July  11, 1941,%he  court 
(40  F  9..„;  1?Q^^"  I"  <1«'""7«'-?  and  motions  to  quash  the  indictment 
anH  V,;!  i?P-  ^^^-  ^'^^*  defendants  who  had  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
ana  had  been  sentenced  on  both  counts  of  the  indictment  took  an  ap- 

identicTnnH^^K^^r^  ^''^^  ^^u  °^/"'^  \^^"Sed  in  the  two  counts  is 
wentical  and  that  they  were  therefore  subject  to  but  one  punishment 


v: 


r 

I 


244 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Summary  OF  Cases 


On  December  31,  1941,  the  Circuit  Court  affirmed  the  District  Court's 
judgment  (Montrose  Lumber  Company  v.  United  States,  124  F.  2d  573). 
Appeals  by  four  other  defendants  were  dismissed  on  their  motion  Octo- 
ber 13,  1941.  Certain  other  defendants  withdrew  pleas  of  not  guilty 
and  pleaded  nolo  contendere.  Altogether  74  defendants  filed  such 
pleas  and  the  total  fines  imposed  amounted  to  $60,970.  The  remaining 
18  defendants  were  dismissed  on  motion  of  the  Government.  (See 
Nos.  101  and  677.)  ^ 

601.  United  States  v.  Mountain  States  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n,  Cr. 
9338:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
April  14,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  against  a  trade  association 
of  retail  lumber  dealers,  43  retail  lumber  corporations,  24  officers  of  de- 
fendant corporations,  and  7  individual  retail  lumber  dealers  who  are 
members  of  the  trade  association.  The  indictment  charges  a  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  the  sale  and  distribution 
of  LUMBER  AND  LUMBER  PRODUCTS  transported  and  shipped 
into  the  States  of  Colorado,  Wyoming  and  New  Mexico,  from  manu- 
facturers located  in  other  states,  by  fixing  retail  lumber  prices,  the 
distribution  of  price  lists,  allotment  of  marketing  territory,  the  use 
of  boycotts,  threats  of  boycotts  and  other  joint  and  coercive  actions. 
On  July  12,  1941,  the  court  overruled  defendants'  demurrers  and  mo- 
tions to  quash  the  indictment  (40  F.  Supp.  460).  Seven  defendants 
were  dismissed  on  motion  of  the  Government  and  all  the  remaining 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  fines  being  imposed  in  a 
total  amount  of  $20,405.    (See  Nos.  600  and  677.) 

602.  United  States  v.  W.  C.  Bell  Services,  Inc.,  Cr.  9339 :  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  14,  1941,  in 
the  District  Court  (D.  Colo.)  against  W.  C.  Bell  Services,  Inc.  (which 
furnishes  a  lumber  statistical  service),  a  trade  association  of  retail 
lumber  dealers  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan  area,  twenty-three  corpo- 
rations, two  partnerships  and  twenty-one  individuals.  The  indictment 
charges  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  LUMBER 
and  LUMBER  PRODUCTS  shipped  into  the  Denver  Metropolitan 
Area  from  various  states  other  than  Colorado,  to  be  sold  for  building 
and  construction  purposes.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
conspired  to  eliminate  competition  and  bring  about  uniform,  increased 
retail  prices  for  lumber  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan  area  and  that  the 
conspiracy  was  effectuated  by  the  compilation  and  dissemination  of 
information  respecting  prices,  costs,  sales  and  mark-ups,  by  periodic 
audits  of  books  and  records  of  defendant  dealers,  and  by  use  of  the 
grade  mark  system.  On  July  25,  1941,  all  defendants  pleaded 
not  guilty.  Later  31  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and 
were  fined  $9,550.  On  October  24,  1941,  motions  to  dismiss  were 
granted  as  to  the  other  21  defendants.     (See  Nos.  651  and  652.) 

603.  United  States  v.  West  Coast  Lumbermen's  Ass'n,  Civil 
1488-Y:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April 
16,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  regional  trade 
association  of  lumber  manufacturers,  two  local  trade  associations,  a 
trade  association  of  New  York  lumber  wholesalers,  a  trade  association 
composed  of  retail  lumber  dealers  of  Los  Angeles,  and  64  corporations, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  the  manu- 
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facture  of  UJMBER  from  trees  grown  in  Washington,  Oregon  and 
Calitornia.  Ihe  indictment  charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  cur- 
tail production,  distribution  and  sale,  to  fix  prices  and  to  exclude  others 
from  engaging  in  the  lumber  business,  through  the  instrumentality 
of  the  trade  associations  which  compiled  and  disseminated  information 
and  statistics  and  adopted  enforced  arbitrary  and  unreasonable  rules 
policies,  and  practices.  On  April  16,  1941,  a  consent  decree,  to  take 
effect  four  months  after  date  of  decree  was  entered  as  to  all  except 
2"co  coIn  "^^"^  ^^^^  '^^^^^  ^^9^lat^on  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943 
If  52,588).  On  March  25,  1942  an  order  was  filed  dismissing  the  case 
as  to  this  defendant.    (See  Nos.  563  and  609.) 

91  «i^'  r'^^f'  f^^T  e*  Associated  Marble  Companies,  Civil 
9c  t^^T  •  T^l??"^  ""l^""  ^^^^'^"  ^  ^^  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  April 
28, 1941  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  association 
of  marble  contractors  and  dealers,  five  member  corporations  and  three 
individual  members  of  the  association,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  mterstate  commerce  in  MARBLE  shipped  in  interstate 
commerce  for  use  in  the  construction,  repair  and  alteration  of  buildings 
in  Northern  California  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  organ- 
ized the  association,  divided  business  among  themselves  throueh  a 
quota  system  submitted  collusive  bids  to  general  contractors,  and 
fixed  pnces.  It  was  further  alleged  that  the  eflfect  of  the  conspiracy 
was  to  force  general  contractors  to  award  contracts  for  the  furnishing 
and  installation  of  such  marble  to  marble  contractors  and  dealers 
selected  by  defendants,  at  collusive  and  non-competitive  prices.  On 
Apnl  i«,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  (CCH  Trade  Reaulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  1[  52,612),  enjoining  the  practkfs  ^Heged 
Tll^s^'t^^^^  °^  ^'  "Associated  Marble  Com- 

TnH;.?^'  y^^^f^  1^^^  \  ^?***^^  ^'"^  Exchange,  Inc.,  Cr.  45508: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  5 
1941  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  the  Seattle  Fish 
^change  a  corporation  composed  of  Seattle  fish  dealers,  San  Pedro 
fjfrj'r  f"^^'  10  corporations  and  twenty-one  individuals,  char^ine 
that  defendants  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  FRESH 
i;,lbh[,  caught  m  the  Pacific  Ocean  off  the  coasts  of  the  Western  States 
b^t".H  t  """"a^  ^^^^^'  The  indictment  charged  that  defendants  com ' 
e^^L  P''''^^  f""^  ^f  P"''^^  P^^^  ^y  defendants  to  fishermen,  to 

rh^n„.^  non-members  from  trading  privileges,  to  curtail  and  allot 

tion.  nf'cfl   ^^^^^Y'""^!  1""^^?  ^f  ""^^^™  P"^^^'  terms  and  condi- 
A?Wt,     A?  ^T  ^^^  ^?^^}'y  defendants  throughout  the  United  States 
^u  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  were  imoosed 
in  the  amount  of  $20,500.    (See  Nos.  640  and  740.)  ^niposed 

606.    United  States  v.  Washington  Brewers  Institute.  Cr  4550Q- 

M.    V^foii"^'^''^.  ^^^*^°"^  ^  ^"^  ^  ^f  the  Sherman  Act  Returned  on 
May  5,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  four  trade 

d  sSr ''  '""a  "f "^^'  "'  ^^^'"^  "^^  ^"^^^^^  ^"  t1.e  manufacture! 
aistribution  and  sale  of  beer,  20  corporations  members  thereof   and 

o4i  maividuals,  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
Sl'tT/"  i^^^  ^"^  commerce  in  BEER.    The^  indfctment  Ses 

S  beef  in^^^^^^^  '°.  ^^  ""^^T^  P?f  ^^  ^"^  *^™^  ^^^  the  slle 

oi  Deer  in  the  Pacific  Coast  area  and  in  Alaska ;  that  the  defendant 
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brewers  adhered  to  these  prices  and  terms  and  required  all  whole- 
salers, distributors,  importers  and  retailers  in  the  area  to  adhere  to 
them ;  and  that  defendants  influenced  state  liquor  control  boards  to 
adopt  rules  respecting  zoning  and  prices  posting  which  enabled  de- 
fendants better  to  effectuate  the  conspiracy.  November  5,  1941  the 
court  permitted  the  State  of  Washington  to  appear  as  amicus  curiae. 
Subsequently  all  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  except  five, 
who  were  dismissed,  and  fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $33,798  were 
imposed  On  appeal  by  certain  defendants  alleging  error  in  the  over- 
ruling of  the  demurrers  to  the  indictment,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
on  August  13,  1943,  affirmed  the  judgments  of  the  District  Court  and 
held  that  the  Twenty-first  Amendment  had  not  deprived  the  federal 
government  of  all  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  in  intoxi- 
cating liquor  and  that  the  regulatory  laws  of  the  States  involved  had 
not  sanctioned  the  price  fixing  by  private  combination  charged  in  the 
indictment  (137  F.  (2d)  964).  The  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari  on 
October  25,  1943  (320  U.  S.  776,  64  S.  Ct.  89). 

607.  United  States  v.  Washington  Wholesale  Tobacco  &  Candy 
Distributors  Cr.  45510:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  May  5, 1941,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against 
an  association  of  tobacco  wholesalers,  an  association  of  tobacco  re- 
tailers, 11  corporations  and  21  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and 
A°^"T??^^^^^*l?i5?i5^^"*  °^  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  TOBACCO 
AND  TOBACCO  PRODUCTS  by  fixing  wholesale  and  retail  prices. 
1  he  indictment  charges  that  the  conspiracy  was  effectuated  by  per- 
suasion of  manufacturers  by  threats  of  boycotts  not  to  sell  direct  to 
retailers,  coercion  of  wholesalers  not  to  cut  prices  by  threats  of  cutting 
on  their  sources  of  supply,  and  unfounded  threats  to  prosecute  price- 
cutters  under  the  State  Unfair  Trade  Practices  Act.  On  August  24, 
IW  the  two  associations,  11  corporations  and  10  individual  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $16,800  (which  were  later 
reduced  to  $15,300)  were  imposed.  On  the  same  date  the  case  was 
dismissed  as  to  all  other  defendants  except  one  individual,  who  was 
dismissed  November  7,  1944.    (See  No.  730.) 

608.  United  States  v.  Sheffield  Farms  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  109-483:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  5, 
1941  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  six  corporations 
which  distribute  milk  and  33  officers  of  the  corporations,  char^inff  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  wholesale  distribu- 
tion of  fluid  MILK.  The  mdictment  charges  that  defendants  combined 
to  fix  wholesale  prices  in  Greater  New  York  City  for  milk  shipped 
from  outside  the  state  and  that  they  effectuated  the  conspiracy  by 
coercing  distributors  to  adhere  to  the  lists  of  wholesale  prices  used 
by  the  defendants.  Demurrers  and  pleas  in  abatement  were  filed  bv 
the  defendants.  On  February  4,  1942,  the  court  sustained  the  Govern- 
ment s  demurrer  to  the  pleas  in  abatement  and  overruled  the  de- 
murrers to  the  indictment,  holding  (1)  that  special  assistants  to  the 
Attorney  General  are  authorized  to  conduct  grand  jury  proceedings 
when  directed  to  do  so  by  the  Attorney  General,  and  (2)  that  the 
stoppage  of  milk  for  pasteurization  and  packaging  or  bottling  does 
not  change  the  interstate  character  of  the  commerce  involved  (43  F 
Supp.  1).  On  April  29,  1943,  the  court  denied  rehearing.   On  August 


Summary  of  Cases 


247 


5,  1943,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  33  individual  defendants 
and  the  six  corporate  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and 
were  fined  a  total  of  $25,000. 

609.  United  States  v.  National  Lumber  Manufacturers  Ass'n, 
Civil  11262:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on 
May  6, 1941,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  National  Lumber 
Manufacturers  Association,  an  association  of  lumber  manufacturers 
consisting  of  14  regional  associations,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  LUMBER  by 
fixing  prices,  restricting  production  and  distribution,  and  preventing 
manufacturers  not  associated  with  defendants  from  engaging  in  the 
lumber  business.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  conspiracy  was  effec- 
tuated by  compiling  and  disseminating  to  association  members  statis- 
tical data  as  to  volume  of  production,  shipments,  sales,  orders,  prices ; 
by  establishing  uniform  terms  and  conditions  of  sales  and  commissions ; 
by  controlling  means  of  transportation  and  channels  through  which 
lumber  is  to  be  sold ;  by  restricting  sales  to  retailers ;  and  by  adopting 
a  trade-mark  grade  system.  On  May  6,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was 
entered  enjoining  the  practices  alleged  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,593).  On  December  23,  1947,  the  National 
Lumber  Manufacturers  Association  filed  a  petition  for  construction 
of  the  visitorial  section  of  the  decree  entered  on  May  6,  1941.  On 
June  4,  1948,  a  memorandum  opinion  was  rendered  denying  the  Gov- 
ernment's motion  to  dismiss  the  defendants'  petition  for  construction 
of  Paragraph  VI  of  the  decree.  The  decree  was  ordered  modified  on 
July  2,  1948.     (See  Nos.  563  and  603.) 

610.  United  States  v.  Beckley-Cardy  Co.,  Cr.  32730:  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  16,  1941,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  3  corporations  vi^hich  manufacture 
and  sell  composition  BLACKBOARD  and  BLACKBOARD  ERASERS 
and  5  officers  of  the  corporations,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  throughout  the  United  States.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  among  themselves  uniform 
prices  and  terms  and  to  require  distributors  to  adhere  to  resale  price 
schedules  and  standard  quantity  discounts.  On  May  6,  1942,  all  the 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total 
amount  of  $4,000. 

611.  United  States  v.  Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc.,  Cr.  6574: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  23, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (Conn.)  against  a  trade  association  of  retail 
and  wholesale  grocers,  7  corporations,  and  9  individuals,  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  fix  prices  on  wholesale  and  retail  market  prices  for  DRY 
GROCERY  PRODUCTS  (all  grocery  products  exclusive  of  fresh 
fruits  and  vegetables,  dairy  products,  meats  and  bakery  products) 
shipped  in  interstate  commerce  in  Connecticut.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  combined  to  disseminate  information  and  statistics 
pertaining  to  prices  and  policies  and  that  defendants  adopted  and 
coerced  other  wholesalers  and  retailers  to  adopt  minimum  resale  prices 
higher  than  those  required  by  the  Connecticut  Unfair  Sales  Practices 
Act.  On  November  3,  1941,  all  but  one  defendant,  as  to  whom  the 
indictment  was  nolle  prossed,  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined 
a  total  of  $32,500.   (See  No.  654.) 
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brewers  adhered  to  these  prices  and  terms  and  required  all  whole- 
salers, distributors,  importers  and  retailers  in  the  area  to  adhere  to 
them;  and  that  defendants  influenced  state  liquor  control  boards  to 
adopt  rules  respecting  zoning  and  prices  posting  which  enabled  de- 
fendants better  to  effectuate  the  conspiracy.  November  5,  1941,  the 
court  permitted  the  State  of  Washington  to  appear  as  amicus  curiae. 
Subsequently  all  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  except  five, 
who  were  dismissed,  and  fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $33,798  were 
imposed.  On  appeal  by  certain  defendants  alleging  error  in  the  over- 
ruhng  of  the  demurrers  to  the  indictment,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
on  August  13,  1943,  affirmed  the  judgments  of  the  District  Court  and 
held  that  the  Twenty-first  Amendment  had  not  deprived  the  federal 
government  of  all  power  to  regulate  interstate  commerce  in  intoxi- 
catmg  liquor  and  that  the  regulatory  laws  of  the  States  involved  had 
not  sanctioned  the  price  fixing  by  private  combination  charged  in  the 
mdictment  (137  F.  (2d)  964).  The  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari  on 
October  25,  1943  (320  U.  S.  776,  64  S.  Ct.  89). 

607.  United  States  v.  Washington  Wholesale  Tobacco  &  Candy 
Distributors,  Cr.  45510:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  May  5, 1941,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against 
an  association  of  tobacco  wholesalers,  an  association  of  tobacco  re- 
tailers, 11  corporations  and  21  individuals,  charging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  TOBACCO 
AND  TOBACCO  PRODUCTS  by  fixing  wholesale  and  retail  prices. 
The  indictment  charges  that  the  conspiracy  was  effectuated  by  per- 
suasion of  manufacturers  by  threats  of  boycotts  not  to  sell  direct  to 
retailers,  coercion  of  wholesalers  not  to  cut  prices  by  threats  of  cutting 
oflF  their  sources  of  supply,  and  unfounded  threats  to  prosecute  price- 
cutters  under  the  State  Unfair  Trade  Practices  Act.  On  August  24, 
1942,  the  two  associations,  11  corporations  and  10  individual  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $16,800  (which  were  later 
reduced  to  $15,300)  were  imposed.  On  the  same  date  the  case  was 
dismissed  as  to  all  other  defendants  except  one  individual,  who  was 
dismissed  November  7,  1944.    (See  No.  730.) 

608.  United  States  v.  Sheffield  Farms  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  109-483 :  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  5 
1941  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  six  corporations 
which  distribute  milk  and  33  officers  of  the  corporations,  charging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  wholesale  distribu- 
tion of  fluid  MILK.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined 
to  fix  wholesale  prices  in  Greater  New  York  City  for  milk  shipped 
from  outside  the  state  and  that  they  effectuated  the  conspiracy  by 
coercing  distributors  to  adhere  to  the  lists  of  wholesale  prices  used 
by  the  defendants.  Demurrers  and  pleas  in  abatement  were  filed  by 
the  defendants.  On  February  4,  1942,  the  court  sustained  the  Govern- 
ment's demurrer  to  the  pleas  in  abatement  and  overruled  the  de- 
murrers to  the  indictment,  holding  (1)  that  special  assistants  to  the 
Attorney  General  are  authorized  to  conduct  grand  jury  proceedings 
when  directed  to  do  so  by  the  Attorney  General,  and  (2)  that  the 
stoppage  of  milk  for  pasteurization  and  packaging  or  bottling  does 
not  change  the  interstate  character  of  the  commerce  involved  (43  F 
Supp.  1).  On  April  29,  1943,  the  court  denied  rehearing.   On  Au£iist 
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5,  1943,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  33  individual  defendants 
and  the  six  corporate  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and 
were  fined  a  total  of  $25,000. 

609.  United  States  v.  National  Lumber  Manufacturers  Ass'n, 
Civil  11262:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on 
May  6, 1941,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  the  National  Lumber 
Manufacturers  Association,  an  association  of  lumber  manufacturers 
consisting  of  14  regional  associations,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  LUMBER  by 
fixing  prices,  restricting  production  and  distribution,  and  preventing 
manufacturers  not  associated  with  defendants  from  engaging  in  the 
lumber  business.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  conspiracy  was  effec- 
tuated by  compiling  and  disseminating  to  association  members  statis- 
tical data  as  to  volume  of  production,  shipments,  sales,  orders,  prices ; 
by  establishing  uniform  terms  and  conditions  of  sales  and  commissions ; 
by  controlling  means  of  transportation  and  channels  through  which 
lumber  is  to  be  sold ;  by  restricting  sales  to  retailers ;  and  by  adopting 
a  trade-mark  grade  system.  On  May  6,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was 
entered  enjoining  the  practices  alleged  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Supp.  1941-1943.  1152,593).  On  December  23,  1947,  the  National 
Lumber  Manufacturers  Association  filed  a  petition  for  construction 
of  the  visitorial  section  of  the  decree  entered  on  May  6,  1941.  On 
June  4,  1948,  a  memorandum  opinion  was  rendered  denying  the  Gov- 
ernment's motion  to  dismiss  the  defendants'  petition  for  construction 
of  Paragraph  VI  of  the  decree.  The  decree  was  ordered  modified  on 
July  2,  1948.    (See  Nos.  563  and  603.) 

610.  United  States  v.  Beckley-Cardy  Co.,  Cr.  32730:  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  16,  1941,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  3  corporations  which  manufacture 
and  sell  composition  BLACKBOARD  and  BLACKBOARD  ERASERS 
and  5  officers  of  the  corporations,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  throughout  the  United  States.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  among  themselves  uniform 
prices  and  terms  and  to  require  distributors  to  adhere  to  resale  price 
schedules  and  standard  quantity  discounts.  On  May  6,  1942,  all  the 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total 
amount  of  $4,000. 

611.  United  States  v.  Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc.,  Cr.  6574: 

Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  23, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (Conn.)  against  a  trade  association  of  retail 
and  wholesale  grocers,  7  corporations,  and  9  individuals,  charging  a 
conspiracv  to  fix  prices  on  wholesale  and  retail  market  prices  for  DRY 
GROCERY  PRODUCTS  (all  grocery  products  exclusive  of  fresh 
fruits  and  vegetables,  dairy  products,  meats  and  bakery  products) 
shipped  in  interstate  commerce  in  Connecticut.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  combined  to  disseminate  information  and  statistics 
pertaining  to  prices  and  policies  and  that  defendants  adopted  and 
coerced  other  wholesalers  and  retailers  to  adopt  minimum  resale  prices 
higher  than  those  required  by  the  Connecticut  Unfair  Sales  Practices 
Act.  On  November  3,  1941,  all  but  one  defendant,  as  to  whom  the 
indictment  was  nolle  prossed,  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined 
a  total  of  $32,500.    (See  No.  654.) 
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^noA  \  y^^^^^  ^^*^^  ^-  "^^^  ^^^^*  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Tea  Co.,  Cr. 
V/  oo  1  ni^^"^^"*,  "'i^?''  Section  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
May  28,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C)  against  four  chain  retail 
tood-distributing  corporations,. three  public-relations-counsel  corpora- 
tions, two  local  labor  unions,  and  12  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  bread.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  combined  to  fix  retail  prices  for  BREAD  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  that  they  effectuated  the  conspiracy  by  the 
establishment  of  a  policing  system  and  by  the  use  of  threats  by  a  de- 
^endant  union  not  to  deliver  bread  to  those  who  violated  the  agreement. 
1  rial  of  the  case  began  on  March  4,  1942,  and  on  March  19,  1942  the 
court  directed  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  each  defendant  upon  the 
ground  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  evidence. 

613.     United  States  v.  Allied  Chemical  and  Dye  Corp.,  Civil  14-320 : 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section 

/c  "^^  xT^Yr^^^""  ^.^"^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^y  29,  1941,  in  the  District  Court 
^  K  'J-  '  ^'X  ^§^,^"st  Allied  Chemical  and  Dye  Corp.,  three  of  its 
subsidiaries,  E.  I  duPont  deNemours  and  Co.,  and  17  officers  of  these 
corporations.  The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  and 
M?i?o?P/2iix?^*^^^^  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  FERTILIZER 
NL 1 KUGEN,  and  commerce  in  Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii  and  the  Philippine 
Islands  and  between  them  and  the  United  States  and  foreign  nations. 
1  he  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  combined  to  control  the  quanti- 
ties of  each  type  of  fertilizer  nitrogen  imported  into  and  exported  from 
the  United  States  and  its  territories,  and  its  sale  at  non-competitive 
prices  through  the  exchange  of  statistical  and  other  information ;  and 
that  international  cartel  agreements  were  entered  into  providing  for 
restrictions  as  to  quantities,  prices  and  destination  of  fertilizer  nitrogen 
imported  into  and  exported  from  the  United  States.  On  May  29  Wl 

^rr^^V^^  f  ^o  ^^  T"^""  ^5^^^^^  ^"^^  enjoining  the  alleged  conspiracy 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  tf  52,606).  The  decree 
makes  July  1, 1945,  the  operative  date  of  one  subparagraph  of  the  decree 
enjoining  the  Barrett  Company  (succeeded  by  Allied  Chemical  and 
iJye  ^orp.)  and  this  operative  date  has  been  subsequently  extended 
458  459 )  ^"  ^"^  ^^""^^'^  limitations.   (See  Nos.  455,  456,  457, 

614.     United  States  v.  Dried  Fruit  Ass'n  of  California,  Cr.  272S6-L : 

Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  June  3,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a 
trade  association  of  packers  and  distributors  of  dried  fruit  products 
18  corporations  members  thereof,  and  29  individuals,  charging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  and  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  interstate  and  foreim 
commerce  m  DRIED  FRUIT  PRODUCTS.  The  indictment  chargf^ 
that  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  so  as  to  depress  the  prices  paid 
by  packers  to  growers  and  to  raise  the  prices  of  the  products  sold  by 
the  packers  and  that  defendants  effectuated  the  conspiracy  by  uniform 
buying  and  selling  practices,  by  requiring  that  dried  fruit  products 
be  inspected  and  certified  by  defendant  trade  association,  and  by  deny- 
mg  membership  in  said  association  to  packers  who  sold  at  competitive 
prices.  Defendants  filed  pleas  in  abatement  alleging  that  evidence  was 
presented  to  the  grand  jury  after  expiration  of  the  regular  term  and 
the  court  granted  the  Government's  motion  to  strike  these  pleas  after 


final  disposition  of  similar  pleas  in  Case  No.  615.  Trial  commenced 
April  18,  1944.  Four  defendants  were  nolle  prossed  before  trial  and 
11  during  the  course  of  trial.  Count  two  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
monopoHze  was  dismissed  as  to  all  remaining  defendants  on  Mav  3, 
1944.  On  May  15, 1944,  the  court  granted  a  motion  for  a  directed  verdict 
of  not  guilty  as  to  two  defendants  and  on  May  17,  1944,  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  the  remaining  defendants.  The 
Court's  charge  to  the  jury  is  reported  in  4  F.  R.  D.  1  (CCH  1944-1945 
Trade  C(w^.y  If  57,307) . 

615.  United  States  v.  Evaporated  Milk  Ass'n,  Cr.  27257-R :  Indict- 
ment under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  3,  1941, 
m  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  association  of 
evaporated  milk  manufacturers,  16  corporations  manufacturing  evapo- 
rated milk,  eight  associations  of  jobbers  or  retailers,  and  20  individuals, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
in  the  Pacific  Coast  area,  and  commerce  in  Alaska  and  Puerto  Rico  in 
EVAPORATED  MILK.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
fixed  prices,  sold  secondary  brands  at  arbitrary  differentials  below 
standard  brands,  interchanged  detailed  statistical  data,  and  arbitrarily 
agreed  upon  those  to  whom  they  would  sell  at  jobber  prices.  The 
defendants  filed  pleas  in  abatement  averring  that  evidence  had  been 
presented  to  the  grand  jury  after  expiration  of  the  regular  term,  and 
the  District  Court  on  January  28,  1942,  granted  the  Government's  motion 
to  strike  these  pleas  because  insufficient  in  law.  The  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals,  on  application  by  defendants,  issued  a  writ  of  mandamus 
to  compel  the  district  court  to  hear  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleas  in 
abatement  and  the  court  adhered  to  this  ruling  after  a  rehearing  before 
the  full  court  sitting  en  banc  {Evaporated  Milk  Association  v.  Roche, 
126  R  (2d)  467, 130  F.  (2d)  843).  The  Supreme  Court  granted  certiorari 
and  on  May  3,  1943,  reversed  this  decision,  holding  that  the  grant  of 
mandamus  was  improper  because  in  conflict  with  the  policy  established 
by  Congress  that  interiocutory  rulings  in  criminal  cases  may  be  re- 
viewed only  by  appeal  after  final  judgment  of  conviction  (319  U.  S.  21, 

^w  o.  ct.  y«5o) . 

On  September  27,  1943,  count  2,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
commerce  in  Alaska  and  Puerto  Rico  in  violation  of  Section  3  of  the 
bherman  Act,  was  dismissed  against  all  defendants.  As  to  count  1, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  violation  of  Section  1  of  the  Act,  26  defendants 
entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  fines  were  imposed  totalling 
$78,500.  Six  months  sentences  of  imprisonment  imposed  against  two 
defendants  were  vacated  on  payment  of  fines.  Both  counts  of  the  in- 
dictment were  dismissed  as  to  the  19  other  defendants  on  October 
4,  1943. 

616.  United  States  v.  Canners  League  of  California,  Cr.  27258-W : 
JjJ^^ctment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  June  3 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  association 
of  canners,  38  corporation  members  thereof,  three  manufacturers  of  can 
containers,  and  22  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  inter- 
state and  foreign  commerce  in  CANNED  FRUITS  AND  VEGE- 
TABLES. The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  conspired  to 
depress  the  prices  paid  by  canners  to  growers  and  to  raise  the  prices 
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dIfendan?,^fiv.H  ^  '"  '"*"^t^t<^  ^"<I  ^o^iffn  commerce,  and  that 
nf  „^„  *  ^^  P""^  ^"'^  *^™*'  attempted  to  destroy  the  credit 
andTir,  f°""'"^  "f  ""*Ji  established  uniform  and  arbitrary  standard 
and  grades  for  canned  goods,  and  adopted  a  system  of  reportine  orices 
costs  and  related  information.  Forty-five  defendants'^p  eidld^  nolo 
contendere  and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $90,500.  Two  wer^ 
placed  on  probation  and  a  sentence  of  imprisonment  against  one  de- 
fendant was  remitted  upon  payment  of  his  fine.  Three  defendants  lere 
dismissed  and  two  were  nolle  prossed.  The  remaining  14  de"endlnts 

rterdfc  Tf'  J^r^^T  ^'  '^^^'  ^^'^  °"  M^^^*"  12. 1943.  the  jury  emrned 
a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  them. 

27259  L*.  ^rJ^^rf  States  V  Monterey  Sardine  Industries.  Inc.,  Cr. 
Tune^  loi?  •    !^^"A"  ^^''*^"  ^  ^^  ^^^  Sherman  Act  returned  on 

cia^fnnrn^n  ^"  ^^^^^^^^^^  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  asso- 
Tnd  dLrtZ  .1  ^^.^^"^^^  ^^  ?^^dine  fishing  boats  and  5  of  its  officers 
and  directors  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  and  forei^ 
commerce  m  SARDINES,  SARDINE  OIL  AND  sTrDINE  mT^^ 
The  indictment  charges  that  the  defendants  combined  to  prevent  those 

sardin^Tf  '''  ""' .^'^'^''/^  ^f  <lefendant  association  from  markedng 
sardines  for  canning  and  processing  in  Monterey,  California,  and  that 
they  required  the  Monterey  processing  companies  to  purchase  sardines 
itXt^^Z^      '^'^^''^  association.  On  October  6,  1941,  all  the  defend- 

SoO    ?See  ^T^tT  '"'  ""'  '"'  "  '"'  '"^'^  '""""^  "' 

Pr  ^^7%  w^^'t^^^.^*^^^  ""'  ^^^^^"^  Separator  Manufacturers'  Ass'n, 
on  Innf;  iLi"'^''*T^"^""'^'^'  ^^^*^^"  ^  °^  ^^^  Sherman  Act  returned 
rrirf-  '  ^^^'  '"^  iH  ^^'^""^  ^^"^^  (N-  D-  Calif.)  against  a  trade 
association  composed  of  manufacturers  of  BATTERY  SEPARATORS 

^T.l^  P^^t  Orford  cedar,  seven  member  corporations  and  10  indi- 
ItnTl  f'^'^'J'^  ^  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inter- 
InnLZA  r^i!^''  commerce.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
conspired  to  fix  prices  and  establish  sales  quotas  for  each  defendant 
manufacturer  and  that  they  prevented  another  company  from  engaging 
n  the  business  of  manufacturing  battery  separators.  On  Augusf  11, 
^?nmn  ^^^^^^e"d^"ts  Pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling 
$^0,010  were  imposed.     (See  No.  633.) 

619.  United  States  v.  California  Rice  Industry,  Cr.  27263-S:  In- 
dictment under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Tune 
3,  1941  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  voluntary,  trade 
association  composed  of  millers  or  distributors  of  Japan  rice,  six  mem- 
int'.r^.T'^''''''''  ^""^.^"^  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
\ZTa  f  ^^"'"^^^c^^?  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico.  The  indictment  charges 
that  defendants  combined  to  eliminate  competition  among  themselves 
m  the  purchase  of  "PADDY"  RICE  from  growers  and  ?o  fix  prices! 
m?-T7'':t,  ''''"''^  ^""^  brokerage  allowances  for  JAPAN  MILLED 
thr^.7'w^  greater  part  of  which  is  sold  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico, 
through  the  dissemination  by  the  trade  association  of  information  and 
statistics  as  to  prices,  purchases,  sales,  and  deliveries;  the  posting  of 
pnces;  and  the  assignment  of  sales  quotas.    On  October  4   1941    all 
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but  one  defendant  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $33,000 
were  imposed.  On  November  15,  1941,  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered 
as  to  the  remaining  defendant.  (See  No.  644.) 

620.  United  States  v.  Canned  Pea  Marketing  Institute,  Inc.,  Or. 
32751 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
June  16,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  charging  two  trade 
associations  of  pea  canners,  an  advising  and  managing  corporation, 
31  canning  corporations,  and  35  individuals,  with  engaging  in  a  con- 
spiracy in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  canned  peas.  The  in- 
dictment charges  that  the  defendants  regulated  by  contract  the  pea 
acreages  of  producers  and  combined  to  reduce  the  quantity  of  peas 
produced  and  canned  and  to  fix  and  to  increase  prices  of  canned  peas. 
The  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  one  trade  association,  17  canning 
companies  and  the  35  individuals.  All  the  other  16  defendants  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere  on  May  25,  1945,  and  fines  were  imposed  in 
a  total  amount  of  $42,500. 

621.  United  States  v.  American  Meat  Institute,  Cr.  32776:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  June  19, 1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  American  Meat  Institute,' 
Armour  and  Company,  Swift  and  Company,  and  Wilson  &  Co.,  Inc., 
one  unincorporated  joint  marketing  committee,  and  seven  individuals, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  by  fixing 
sales  prices  in  the  Chicago  livestock  market  of  sheep  shipped  from 
outside  the  state.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  agree  upon 
the  respective  shares  of  the  receipts  of  sheep  to  be  purchased  by  them, 
and  follow  rules  controlling  prices  and  other  terms  and  conditions  of 
^les  and  the  order  in  which  sheep  buyers  deal  with  each  sheep  salesman. 
Two  individual  defendants  who,  in  response  to  a  subpoena,  had  given 
sworn  testimony  before  the  grand  jury  substantially  touching  the 
offense  for  which  they  were  indicted,  but  who  had  not  claimed  the 
pnvilege  against  self-incrimination,  filed  special  pleas  in  bar.  On  June 
/Ay^\  ^^^  ^^"'"^  overruled  the  Government's  demurrer  to  the  pleas 
(47  F.  Supp.  482)  and  the  Supreme  Court  on  January  11,  1943,  affirmed 
this  decision  (United  States  v.  Monia,  317  U.  S.  424,  63  S.  Ct.  409).  The 
case  IS  still  pending  against  the  other  defendants.   (See  Nos.  660  and 

/«5/.  1 

622.  United  States  v.  American  Refractories  Institute,  Cr.  9108: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  June 
23,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Pa.)  against  a  trade  association, 
hve  corporations  manufacturing  75%  of  refractory  products  produced 
m  the  United  States,  and  seven  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  the  distribution  and  sale 
of  REFRACTORY  PRODUCTS  or  FIRE  BRICK  (used  for  lining 
tumaces  and  other  heating  apparatus).  Count  one  related  to  standard 
size  straight  brick  and  count  two  to  special  shapes  of  refractory  brick 
and  tile.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix 
and  maintain  uniform  prices  and  discounts  through  the  dissemination 
of  uniform  price  schedules  to  the  defendants,  to  consumers,  and  to 
others  engaged  in  the  production  and  sale  of  refractory  products.  On 
July  9,  1941,  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  to  both  counts 
and  fines  were  imposed  totalling  $39,000. 
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Inr    cl'  ^^^«     T^*?*""^  ""•  ^"'"^^  ^^^  ^^^*^"g  &  Manufacturing  Co.. 

fur^Vn  o  f  ^^'9.^"ioiJ"?'"l"?.^"'  ^^^^^^"  1  ^^  the  Sherman  Aa  re^ 
turned  on  June  25,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  three 

corporations  which  manufacture  85%  of  the  die  cast  pullfys  soM  ^^ 

the  United  States  and  five  of  their  officers,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 

cT^TpVlT^^f'''''  !"^  '"  ^^^^^^^"  int^rstate^cfmmerce^in  SlE 
Wc«  ^Ui-1-i^YS,  used  as  power  transmission  elements  on  fractional 
horse  power  motors,  machines  and  tools.    The  indictment  charges 

of  Dric.  I'S'^'TJ^"'  '^Tl^  '^^^"^^  '^^  ^^^"^"^^  ^"d  distributfon 

with  the  term^  ^n^^^V^  '^'  'f"  °^^^"  ^^^^  P""^^^  ^^  accordance 
^KK  A^^^^  ^^,  identical  price  lists  for  sales  by  manufacturers  to 
jobbers.  On  October  28,  1941,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  fines  totalling  $23,000  were  imposed.  conienaere 

r^v^^"^''  V"'*^  ^.^^^  ^-  ^^^  ^"<^  Grocery  Bureau  of  Southern 
California,  Inc  Cr.  14952:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Shern^ 
Act  returned  June  26,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  agaTns" 
two  trade  associations,  nine  wholesale  grocery  corporations,  four  mai 
grocery  corporations,  and  27  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  FOODS,  GROCERIES,  CANNED 

ni^^ifui^^Y  ^'f  ""'''•  P"  indictment  charges  that  more  than 
r?Il  !,"/^95^  products  sold  at  wholesale  and  retail,  and  used  and 
thrt  rf'  h'"  ,S^"\^^^"  California,  is  shipped  from  other  states!  and 
nntVt  ^^"''  '^".^"^  distribute  85%  of  such  food  products.  Count 
and  counftw '"""'P^'^ -^  '^  ^^  wholesale  prices  in  Southern  California 

15  lQ4rtl,i  .''"'"'P'"^"^  ^?.  5^  '^^''^  P"^^s  t^^^^in-   On  November 

15, 1941,  the  court  overruled  all  demurrers  to  the  indictment  and  denied 

nations  for  bills  of  particulars  except  as  to  four  matters  (41  F.  Supp 

Sixteen  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  before  trial    which 

BuZ??^ ^^fu"^^'^  ^^'  ^^^2-  ^^'  °^h^^  defendants  waited  a^ry 
During  trial  the  Government  dismissed  count  one  as  to  all  except 

Ma'rch  iT  fgil  ""f.u  ^^'"^r^^  ^^r^  ^^^  ^'  '^  '^^  defendants  O^n 
Zufl'  •!  '  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Government's  case  the  court 
tw.  ic  VJu^"^""  insufficient  as  to  11  defendants  and  dismissed  count 

Jh.rAl?  5^"1  ^/^,^^^  ^''''^^  "^^"i^d  ^^^  motions  to  dismiss  of  the 
other  defendants  (43  F.  Supp.  966).  At  the  close  of  the  entire  case 
the  court  on  March  24,  1942,  returned  verdicts  of  not  guilty  under 
count  one  as  to  the  two  defendants  on  trial  under  that  count  and  it 
returned  verdicts  of  guilty  under  count  two  against  the  13  defendants 
on  trial  under  count  two  (43  F.  Supp.  974).  On  March  30,  1942,  the 
court  dismissed  both  counts  as  to  four  defendants  who  had  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  imposed  fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $37,500  against 
the  other  defendants  who  had  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  those  found 
guilty  after  trial,  but  suspended  sentences  as  to  certain  defendants. 
1  he  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  on  December  30,  1943,  affirmed  the 

039  R  (2T)^^3;"%Te  Na^^^^^  ^^'^^""^  ^'''^^'^  '''  '^ 

c     .?^'    1^"^^^  ^^*^  ^-  Wholesale  Tobacco  Dealers  Bureau  of 
Southern  California,  Cr.  14953:    Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  on  June  26,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S   D 
Calif.)  against  a  trade  association  of  tobacco  and  candy  wholesalers' 
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seven  member  corporations,  four  partnerships,  and  22  individuals, 
charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  commerce  by  fixing 
the  wholesale  prices  of  TOBACCO,  CANDY  AND  GUM  PRODUCTS 
shipped  from  outside  the  state  into  Southern  California  territory.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  eliminate  competition 
and  to  bring  about  uniform  and  increased  prices  by  the  compilation 
and  dissemination  of  information  and  statistics,  and  by  establishing 
procedure  under  the  California  Unfair  Practice  Act  for  fixing  non- 
competitive prices,  under  the  guise  of  enforcing  that  Act.  In  May 
1942  all  but  two  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined 
in  the  total  amount  of  $48,500,  sentence  being  suspended  as  to  several 
defendants.   The  other  two  defendants  were  dismissed. 

626.  United  States  v.  Kraft  Cheese  Co.,  Cr.  11814:  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  July  1,  1941,  in  the 
District  Court  (W.  D.  Wis.)  against  five  corporation  dealing  in  cheese, 
one  trade  association,  and  nine  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy 
to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  foreign-type  cheese  consisting  of 
SWISS-TYPE  and  LIMBURGER-TYPE  CHEESE.  The  indictment 
charges  that  the  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by  de- 
fendant dealers  to  manufacturers  of  foreign-type  cheese  located  in 
Wisconsin.  Six  individual  defendants  were  dismissed,  but  all  other 
defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  on  September  6  1944  were 
fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $30,000.  (See  Nos.  641,  642,  693  and 
694.) 

627.  United  States  v.  Wilson  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Or.  32801 :  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  July  3,  1941,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  three  meat  packing  corporations, 
two  trade  associations,  and  seven  individuals,  charging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  HOGS.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  to  be  paid 
by  defendant  meat  packers  for  hogs  purchased  at  "direct  buying 
points  located  in  various  states,  for  shipment  to  Chicago.  It  is 
charged  that  the  prices  fixed  by  defendants  were  the  current  prices  of 
the  Chicago  livestock  market,  less  certain  deductions,  and  the  effect 
was  to  suppress  competition  between  "direct  buying  points"  and  the 
Chicago  livestock  market  as  markets  for  the  sale  of  hogs  to  the  defend- 
687  7rrV34'^736^'    '^^^  ^^^^  *^  ^^'"  pending.    (See  Nos.  649,  660,  673. 

628.  United  States  v.  Heating,  Piping  &  Air  Conditioning  Con- 
tractors Ass'n  of  Southern  California,  Civil  1642-Y :  Complaint  under 
bection  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  10,  1941,  in  the  District  Court 
>  V  •  >^*"-)  against  a  trade  association  of  subcontractors  engaged 
in  furnishing  and  installing  heating,  piping  and  air-conditioning  equip- 
•"^"^' J  /"^'"ber  corporations,  a  local  union  of  steam  fitters,  and  54 
indmduals  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
ixrJJ^r.^^^^^'  PIPING,  VENTILATING  AND  AIR-CONDITION- 
Jc^?^^P^i^^^^'^  ^^^PP^^  ^"^^  California.  The  complaint  alleges 
tnat  defendants  used  a  bid  depository  to  control  prices  for  equipment 
and  installation  work,  prevented  contractors  not  belonging  to  defend- 
ant association  from  obtaining  union  labor,  supplies  and  equipment, 
and  threatened  to  boycott  contractors  and  producers  selling  to  non- 
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ports    Sudd    1941104^    J^  y^^^\^^^^^^^  ^^^^ /^^ 

asfocLtion  On  Au^,«  4  ^qSi'"^  °^  non-members  of  the  defendant 
inj  the  k°WeS  practices  (C^TrTT'  f  *^^"  J^^«  «"tered  enjoin- 
1943,  H  52.670)    gee  No  49^5  ^^^"^-'w"  ^'/^or^x,  Supp.  1941- 

pi.  f  ^•°* ,  H"'*«<^  States  V.  Santa  Barbara  County  Chanter   Narional 

fo    t"he  SheTma'nT.^r>  ^^'^^  '''«-"=    ComV^'ainSr'seS 
rS   n   r=.irJ  s         ■  ^"  ''''=*^  °"  ^"S"*'  '»•  1941,  in  the  District  Court 
i{Ji\      •  ^  ^/^.'"** .'"'  association  of  national  electrical  contractors 
alle^^n.  2'r  °f.«l««rical  workers,  one  corporation  and  20  indivfduals 

credit  an^^KM-.  *  ^^J'^  ^"'^  misleading  statements  concerning  their 

TssSonl^f '  5'  P'^'To  ^^"'^  (^-  ^-  ^^^i^)  ^^^i"st  two  trade 
associations  of  egg  dealers,  12  corporations  and  26  individuals  chare- 
mg  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  EGGS.    The  indTcl 

Sirs  anfn  .^^^\^t"^u'"''  '""^^^^^^  ^^  ^^  P"<^^^  ^O  be  S  by 
dealers  and  prices  to  be  charged  by  dealers  for  eggs  sold  to  retailers 

in  the  Los  Angeles  Market  and  that  arbitrary  standards  for  comnut' 
off  ZZZr.  established,  surplus  eggs  wer7purchased  to  keeJXm 
off  the  market    and  a  system  of  present  and  future  price  rew)rtin^ 

"oTo  coSe  ^\^-^-^r  ''  ^^''  ^^^  ^^^-^^"^^  eSreredpCof 
was  susDenlHT  '"''  ^"  '^  V^'"^  ""'^""*  ^^  ^^.OOO  (of  which  $7,000 
was  suspended)  were  imposed  upon  27  defendants  and  sentenctWas 
suspended  as  to  the  other  13  defendants.    (See  Nos.  632  and  730 ) 
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632.  United  States  v.  Produce  Exchange  of  Los  Angeles,  Cr. 
15000:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
August  5, 1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  asso- 
ciation of  butter  dealers,  7  corporations  and  11  individuals  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  BUTTER.  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by 
dealers  and  prices  to  be  charged  by  dealers  for  butter  sold  to  retailers 
in  the  Los  Angeles  Market  and  that  the  conspiracy  was  effectuated 
by  means  of  price  reporting  and  the  purchase  of  surplus  butter  to  keep 
It  off  the  market.  On  June  26,  1943,  fifteen  defendants  pleaded  nolo 
contendere,  and  fines  were  imposed  in  the  amount  of  $11,000,  $8,000 
of  which  was  suspended.  The  remaining  four  defendants  were  dis- 
missed on  motion  of  the  Government.    (See  Nos.  631  and  739.) 

633.  United  States  v.  Battery  Separator  Manufacturers'  Ass'n, 
Civil  21940-R:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
August  11,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  an  unin- 
corporated trade  association  composed  of  members  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  BATTERY  SEPARATORS  made  of  Port 
Orford  cedar,  7  member  corporations  and  10  individuals,  alleging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  defendants,  who  manufacture  90%  of  the  battery 
separators  sold  in  the  United  States,  combined  to  fix  prices  and  estab- 
lish sale  quotas  for  each  defendant  manufacturer  and  that  they  pre- 
vented another  company  from  engaging  in  the  business  of  manufacturing 
battery  separators.  On  August  11,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was  entered 
enjoining  further  operation  of  the  conspiracy.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,661.)    (See  No.  618.) 

634.  United  States  v.  Cudahy  Packing  Co.,  Cr.  32839 :  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  August  13,  1941,  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  a  trade  association  of  meat 
packers,  81  meat  packing  corporations  and  36  individuals  charging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in  "EASTER  HAMS."  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  the  defendants  conspired  to  increase  the  prices  to  be 
charged  by  packers  for  hams  delivered  to  wholesalers  and  retailers 
during  the  four-week  period  immediately  preceding  Easter  Sunday.  On 
October  15,  1941,  an  order  was  entered  dismissing  the  indictment  as  to 
one  individual  defendant.  On  October  14,  1942,  one  defendant  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  was  fined  $1,000.  The  case  is  still  pending  as  to 
the  other  defendants. 

635.  United  States  v.  Kearney  &  Trecker  Corp.,  Civil  3337 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  22, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  three  corporations 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  of  milling  machine  arbors,  used  in  the 
manufacture  of  automobiles,  airplanes  and  in  other  industries.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendants  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  and 
toreign  commerce  by  monopolizing  MILLING  MACHINE  ARBORS 
through  possession  of  a  patent  covering  a  spindle  arbor  connection 
and  that,  by  reason  of  defendants'  refusal  to  issue  licenses  for  the  man- 
macture  and  sale  of  milling  machine  arbors  under  their  patent,  they 
nave  been  able  to  fix  prices  and  to  restrict  production  and  distribution. 
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A  consent  decree  entered  August  22,  1941,  enjoins  the  alleged  practices 

free  ?^ruV^^^"^'''''f  *°  "^^^'""^'^  '^^'^  P^'^"*  ^o  the  public^  roy^t^ 
tree  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  H  52,644). 

636.  United  States  v.  Alba  Pharmaceutical  Co.,  Inc.  Cr  110-311  • 
Informafon  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Sep  ember  si 
l^A'J".  *^'=.  .P'^'""  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Sterling  Products 
h?n  J  ^  subsidiaries  and  two  officers.  The  information  charges  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce 
in  the  sale  and  distribution  of  PHARMACEUTICAL  PRODUCTS 

DeS  ff  ThT'"*'  tV^r^'"'.'™"'  ^"^  ^°"'™'  production  and  com: 
tT^    \l     pharmaceutical  products,  and  to  allocate  world  territory 

bme  ^Jt'"'"': "  ^°''  '^^  7''"''^«'  "S^'  t«  manufacture  and  dis?ri^ 
bute  various  pharmaceutical  products,  such  as  aspirins  and  its  com- 
pounds, using  trade  marks  and  trade  names  to  exploit  the  produces 
On  September  5,  1941,  the  defendants  pleaded  no  o  contendere  and 
were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $26,000. "^  (See  Nos.  637  and  638  ) 

637.    United  States  v.  Alba  Pharmaceutical  Co..  Inc..  Civil  15-363  • 

Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  SectioTV  of  the 
Clayton  Act  filed  September  5,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D 
nfkZrl    ?'"      Sterling  Products,  Inc.,  and  its  subsidiaries  and  two 
omcers.    Several  German  corporations  are  named  as  co-conspirators. 

ItjT^^'"'  ^"'!''  ^^''^  defendants  and  the  co-conspirators  com^ 
bmed  and  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  PHARMACEUTICAL  PRODUCTS 

Ind  ron*.ron;^°"^P''?^y'^^^  effectuated  by  illegal  agreements  limiting 
and  controlling  production  and  competition  and  allocating  world  ter- 
di^^L^T"^  .themselves  for  the  exclusive  right  to  manufacture  and 
distribute  various  pharmaceutical  products.  On  September  5  1941 
r,^?P *  f^T^  ^^'  *"*^i*^<*  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  '(CCH 
Ind^em.)^  '^'"■'^'  ^"PP-  1941-1943,  1[ 52,650). "^  (See  Nos.  636 

638.  United  States  V.  Bayer  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil  15-364:  Comolaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  5  194rin  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Bayer  Company  IncSteri'ng 
Products  Inc  two  officers  of  Steriing.  The  complaint  Alleges  thit  hi 
?nter"stre  .nd'*  /.*'°?'  ""'"'^  "'  co-conspirators  conspired^to  restrain 
P=ACE^U&l/To"}5{;^^'s.  V.  gtemtrTSerco:! 

|;«£r.T..rs:?^^^^^^ 

1-i  J^^PV^"'^^  ^1?*^V-  Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp.,  Civil 
15-365:  Complaint  filed  September  5, 1941,  under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  o 
the  Sherman  Act  and  Sections  73.  74  and  76  of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act 

ProHn.^  r"''  P"'*  ^^-  ?•  ^-  Y>  "^'"^*  '^^  Synthetic  Nitrogen 
l^roducts  Corp.  (a  corporation  organized  in  the  United  States  to  handle 
all  nitrogen  bearing  fertilizer  made  by  I.  G.  Farben  and  sold  for  im- 
portation into  the  United  States),  together  with  five  of  its  officers. 
The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  inter- 
state commerce  m  FERTILIZER  NITRATES,  and  commerce  in  the 
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District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico.  Hawaii  and  the  Philippine  Islands. 
The  complaint  alleges  the  defendants  combined  with  other  producers 
of  nitrate  fertilizers  to  fix  uniform  prices  per  unit  of  nitrogen  content 
for  these  products  and  adjusted  freight  charges  so  that  delivered  prices 
to  consumers  would  be  uniform;  and  that  defendants  conspired  with 
I.  G  Farben  to  restrict  the  use  of  certain  patents  and  licenses  thereon 
to  the  manufacture  of  ammonia  for  agricultural  fertilizers  only.  On 
September  5.  1941,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  which  enjoined  the 
practices  alleged,  and  restrained  defendants  from  agreeing  to  any  re- 
stnctipns  on  the  use  of  certain  United  States  patents  or  paying  any 

l^Si^^^'stm'  (yelj:;.4g.f  ''""'  *^^"'""'"'  ^^W.  W 

640.  United  States  v.  San  Pedro  Fish  Exchange,  Civil  1772-B  • 
fo°?P!^'"t  ""^."  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  15. 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  an  unincorporated 
exchange  of  dealers  and  wholesalers  of  fishery  products,  seven  indi- 

7^Zl  7J"P"^^?  °i  •"■°>"s.  dfalers  and  wholesalers,  alleging  that 
defendants  combined  and  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  m  FISHERY  PRODUCTS  (fresh,  frozen  and  processed 

lnielL«  r^"f  °"'  *"  ru''*'  P°"f  .°^  ^an  Diego,  San  Pedro  and  Los 
Angeles,  California,  fhe  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  combined 
to  depress  and  fix  prices  paid  by  defendants,  to  exclude  from  trading 
^f  ci]^^*'\pKrT^  r«^"?'"&  to  conform  to  the  terms  and  condition! 
d  stributTon  :lnHl  ^l  ^^^^"'^^"*'  '°  <=""^i'  ^^d  -"ot  the  channels  of 
fnr  fil  cMH  if  ^  V  */  uniform  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale 
Sa,  ent.?i^  ^  defendants.  On  September  15,  1941.  a  consent  decree 
was  entered  enjoining  the  practices  alleged  (CCH  Trade  Reaulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  H  52,669).    (See  Nos.  605  and  740  )  '^'^'*""""' 

under'^SectYof  ?lf*.t.*%r-  ^"^*  P'*"*  ^°'  <='•  "°-344:  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  September  25   1941 

n  chee^f  one  ^"T  ^^^  ""■■  ""■■  ^•>  ^^^'"^^  '""^'^  cor'porations  d'eS 
urers  of  cheet  ?  H  « -"^'^  m  "  ^T^'^l^^  °^  ''^^'^^  ^"^  manufac- 

Price  nf.^  "^"J  I"'*  i*"?*  *''«  P^^^s  so  fi'^^'l  intentionally  affect  the 

fhe  TT°-,  ^c"*  ^''•'•^y  defendant  dealers  to  distributors  throughout 
dernSe"     S'h ^^M  ?."  }^^J  ^'  '^^2.  the  court  overruled  defendants' 

fenS  Lh  K  ^'''  ^Y  "-^^  ^l""f  ^^"  P^°P"'y  >^'d-    After  39  de- 
fPn^«        ^1  been  nolle  prossed,  four  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 

NosS,  JS  693  and  6^T"^       defendants  were  nolle  prossed.    (See 

110  ^}'    F'i-**"'  ^*^***  ^-  '^^^  Gi'eat  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Tea  Co    Cr 

£t^^L  ^o^'^S^^'i'  "i"^"  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
raS  dealers^ld'";'':  ^k'^"'*  ^71  ^^^  °-  ?•  ^'^  '^^^'^  three  corpc^ 

trade  asSt?nn  i   V  °'''    '  ^  '     "  '^"*'*  ^''*^"'  ^°^^^  * 

ue  association  of  cheese  manufacturers  and  dealers;  and  28  indi- 
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viduals,  manufacturers  of  cheese  or  officers  or  employees  of  defendant 
corporations  or  trade  association.  The  indictment  charges  that  the 
defendants  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  AMERICAN 
and  CHEDDAR  CHEESE,  and  fixed  the  prices  to  be  paid  by  defend- 
ant dealers  to  manufacturers  of  American  and  Cheddar  cheese  in  the 
Western  New  York  area,  thereby  affecting  the  price  of  cheese  sold  by 
defendant  dealers  to  distributors  throughout  the  United  States.  On 
May  7,  1942,  the  court  overruled  defendants'  demurrers  and  held  that 
the  venue  was  properly  laid.  After  10  defendants  had  been  nolle 
prossed  on  September  6,  1944,  four  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $16,000.  Later  the  18  remaining 
defendants  were  nolle  prossed.    (See  Nos.  626,  641, 693, 694.) 

643.  United  States  v.  Utah  Products  Ass'n,  Cr.  14048:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  September  30, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (Utah)  against  two  trade  associations  com- 
posed of  members  engaged  in  processing  and  canning  fruits  and  vege- 
tables, 11  corporations  engaged  in  canning  and  selling  tomatoes,  and 
12  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  prices  on  CANNED 
TOMATOES  processed  and  canned  within  the  State  of  Utah  and  sold 
and  shipped  to  other  states.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
published  price  lists,  restricted  and  allotted  the  production  of  canned 
tomatoes,  and  adopted  uniform  sales  contracts  for  the  purpose  of 
eliminating  competition.  The  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  one 
trade  association,  which  had  dissolved.  On  October  3,  1941,  all  other 
defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  in  the  total  amount  of 
$9,000  were  imposed. 

644.  United  States  v.  California  Rice  Industry,  Civil  21990-S: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  4, 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  association 
composed  of  members  engaged  in  milling  or  distributing  Japan  rice, 
six  member  corporations  and  four  individuals,  alleging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  and  that  between  the 
State  of  California  and  the  territories  of  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices,  rates  of  dis- 
count and  brokerage  allowances  for  "JAPAN"  MILLED  RICE,  the 
greater  part  of  which  is  sold  in  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico,  and  that  the 
conspiracy  was  effectuated  by  the  dissemination  of  information  and 
statistics  as  to  prices,  purchases,  sales  and  deliveries,  the  assignment 
of  sales  quotas,  and  elimination  of  competition  among  defendants  in 
the  purchase  of  "PADDY"  RICE  from  growers.  On  October  4,  1941, 
a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  the  practices  alleged  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  f  52,698).    (See  No.  619.) 

645.  United  States  v.  Monterey  Sardine  Industries,  Inc.,  Civil 
21991-W:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Octo- 
ber 6,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  a  trade  asso- 
ciation composed  of  owners  of  sardine  fishing  boats,  and  five  of  its 
officers  and  directors  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  in  SARDINES,  SARDINE  OIL  AND  SARDINE 
MEAL.  The  complaint  charges  that  the  defendants  combined  to 
prevent  those  not  members  or  licensees  of  defendant  association  from 
marketing  sardines   for  canning  and  processing  in   Monterey,  Cali- 


fornia, by  granting  to  the  association  exclusive  power  to  determine  to 
whom  and  on  what  terms  sardines  would  be  sold,  and  by  requ™ne  the 
processing  companies  in  Monterey  to  purchase  sardinLsS  from 
defendant  association.    On  October  6,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was  entered 

15^^973,^52!^^^^^^^  F^eS  ^iS?  ^-''  ^^^^^-'^  /^^....rsSS 

in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  III.)  alleging  that  the  Barber-Colman 
Company  and  six  other  tool  manufacturing  companies  through  Sm 

CIsToN^Tno?"^'  ^""f  P"""^  ^"  GROUND  HOBS  (STEEL  PRE- 
CISION TOOLS  used  to  cut  gear  teeth  on  milling  and  hobbine  ma- 
chines It  IS  alleged  that  the  effect  of  the  conspiracy  was  ?o  suppress 
competition  and  fix  prices  for  ground  hobs.  On  Janulr^  14  1946^  after 
the  principal  patents  which  were  the  subject  matte7of  the  Hcense 
agreements  had  expired  and  the  license  Agreements  had   been  ter- 

Z^si:^y^Z:^£^^  ^'^  "^"^^"  ^^  ^^'  Governmen^'dfs^^U^g 

returned  October  14,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S  D  N  Y )  a^ains 
a  corporation  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  cranberr^S 

Sdu'ar' Thrin^^^^^^  "^^'^^^"^  ^^  cranbe"r£^anT?4 

m^ri     r       •      ^  indictment  charges   a  conspiracy  to  restrain   and 

^^TbeVyTr^^^^^^^  T  "T-^^.?  CRAI^BERRIErAND 

Or^^«     w    u-       ^^^9^^^  produced  in  Massachusetts,  New  Jersev 

Un  f^d  St^:f  "ir^inH-'t  '^''rr''  ^"1  ^^^P^^^   th;ougK   the 
ni^     *-5      I       ^"^  mdictment  charges  that  defendants  suooresseH 

competition  between  cranberry  products  and  fresh  cranberries  bvallot^ 

hv  nfcr..^^  products,  by  fixing  prices  for  members  and  non-members  and 
.L  T'^'T^'"^  ^^^^""^  independent  dealers.     On  Novemberl    1942 
Tv  nn  f 'If^"''  were  nolle  prossed.  nolo  comendere  p^^s  were  en  tertd 
by  1 1  defendants,  and  fines  totalling  $32,000  were  imposed. 

648.    United  States  v.  Schmidt  Lithograph  Co    Cr   15088-    Tn 
dictment  in  three  counts  under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of'thVsherman  Act" 
returned  on  October  IS,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  rSDcIliM 
against  20  corporations  and  31  of  their  officers  or  ayntschS^ 

mSXV°  '"'"''"l"  ""^  ""  ?"^"^P^  ^^  monopolize  interstate  c^m^ 

whereby  eTch^eX'''*'*'"  '"""Hi".  ''^  "'^^"^  °^  ^  ^«P°«'"ff  system 
discrimL!t  5  '"*"?^^'^  "'as  compelled  to  quote  prices  agreed  upon  and 

S  pteXr  U  ^,^-:  "--"?^'"'>"s  by  predatory  price-cutti'g.  '  On 

anisTnd  all'  ^f  ••*•'*' J",'''"^'"*"*  ^""  dismissed  as  to  two  defend- 
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649.  United  States  v.  Armour  &  Company,  Cr.  13807:  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  October  17,  1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Okla.)  against  two  corporations  and  five 
individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
in  HOGS.  It  was  charged  that  defendants  suppressed  competition  and 
agreed  to  fix  prices  for  hogs  purchased  in  the  southwestern  states  for 
their  Oklahoma  City  slaughtering  plants  and  sold  there  by  commis- 
sion firms  in  the  local  livestock  markets.  On  January  27,  1943,  the 
court  sustained  demurrers  to  the  indictment  on  the  ground  that  an 
agreement  to  do  the  illegal  acts  was  not  so  clearly  alleged  as  to  estab- 
lish a  conspiracy  (48  F.  Supp.  801).  On  July  23,  1943,  the  Circuit 
Court  of  Appeals  upheld  the  validity  of  the  indictment  and  reversed 
the  district  court's  judgment  (137  F.  (2d)  269).  On  February  3,  1944, 
an  order  was  entered  on  stipulation  of  the  parties  providing  that  trial 
of  the  case  be  indefinitely  postponed.  An  order  dismissing  the  indict- 
ment was  filed  on  October  20,  1947  and  was  superseded  by  information 
Cr.  15397.    (See  No.  892.) 

650.  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Co.,  Cr.  110-412:  Indict- 
ment in  five  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and 
Section  73  of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  returned  on  October  21,  1941,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  three  American  corporations, 
three  of  their  officers,  and  a  German  corporation,  charging  that  de- 
fendants conspired  to  restrain  and  to  monopolize  interstate  and  for- 
eign commerce  in  patented  and  unpatented  HARD  METAL  ALLOYS 
and  TOOLS  AND  DIES  made  therefrom  (principally  TUNGSTEN 
CARBIDE).  The  indictment  charges  that  the  conspiracy  was  effec- 
tuated by  acquiring  and  pooling  competing  patents,  price  fixing,  ex- 
cluding others,  limiting  production,  eliminating  imports  and  exports 
from  the  United  States,  and  allotting  marketing  territories.  All  defend- 
ants except  the  German  corporation  pleaded  not  guilty.  On  June  16, 
1942,  notice  was  filed  postponing  the  case  for  the  duration  of  the  war 
at  the  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments.  This  indictment 
superseded  the  one  returned  in  Case  No.  553.  Trial  of  the  case  was 
concluded  on  March  27,  1947,  and  on  October  8,  1948,  an  opinion  was 
rendered  finding  each  of  the  defendants  guilty  on  all  counts.  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1(62,318.)"  On  November 
12,  1948,  the  Government  imposed  fines  on  defendants  totaling  $56,000. 

651.  United  States  v.  Retail  Lumbermen's  Ass'n,  Civil  378 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  October  24, 1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  against  a  trade  association  of  retail  lum- 
ber dealers  doing  business  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan  area ;  23  corpo- 
rations, two  partnerships  and  two  individuals,  all  retail  lumber  dealers 
and  members  of  defendant  trade  association ;  and  17  officers  of  defend- 
ant corporations.  The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
commerce  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  the  market  for  LUMBER 
AND  LUMBER  PRODUCTS  shipped  into  the  Denver  Metropolitan 
area  from  various  states  by  maintaining  price  uniformity  through  ad- 
herence to  published  prices,  concerted  adoption  of  uniform  terms  or 
methods  of  sale,  and  by  interchange  of  information  concerning  prices. 


production,  stocks  on  hand,  and  by  fixing  channels  of  distribution  and 

n"  n^/tT"  9/  \aA^  "^^^^^"^  ^'^"^  engaging  in  the  lumber  business. 
On  October  24,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  all  the 
alleged  practices  and  ordering  the  dissolution  of  defendant  Retail  Lum- 

1  •  ^.^^'a  ^c'*!^  States  V  W.  C.  BeU  Services,  Inc.,  Civil  380:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  27,  1941  in 
the  District  Court  (Colo.)  against  three  corporations  which  furnish 
statistical  data  to  retail  lumber  dealers  and  three  of  their  officers  alleff- 
ing  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  and  an  attempt  to 
nionopohze  the  market  for  LUMBER  AND  LUMBER  PRODUCTS 
shipped  into  the  Denver  Metropolitan  area  from  various  states  by  fix- 
ing prices  of  retail  lumber  and  channels  of  its  distribution  in  Colorado. 
The  complamt  alleges  that  defendants  compiled  and  disseminated  to 
its  members  information  and  statistics  respecting  costs  exoenses 
markups,  prices,  sales  and  profits  of  lumber,  audited  the  books  of  its 
members,  and  enforced  terms  of  condition  of  sale  and  distribution  by 
coercion  and  intimidation  of  retail  lumber  dealers.    On  October  27 

t.;n  'cf,^.?'l-^"i^-'^^/'''^  '''.^'  ^"^^'^^  ^"^^  enjoining  promulgation  of  cer- 
tain statistical  information,  as  well  as  other  practices.  (CCH  Trade 
Regulatton  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943, 1[  52,701).    (See  Nos.  (W2  and  65L) 

^Kdo^.^r  ^f"^^^  States  V.  Massachusetts  Food  Council,  Inc.,  CivH 
her  1  ^oi?P'^'^u""T^''  ?'''^°"  ^  ^^  '^^  Sh^^"^^'^  Act  filed  on  Novem- 
Sf  wholetil.'".  h'  ^:'T''  ^^"^^(Mass.)  against  a  trade  association 
of  wholesale  and  retail  grocers,  19  corporations,  an  unincorporated 
ri  and  r.f.-r''  ^^"^  ^^  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  fixThole 
fri!h  f  •.  '^^""^"^^^P,"^^^  for  GROCERY  PRODUCTS  (including 
sh?nn!?-  ^"."^  vegetables,  dairy  products,  meats  and  bakery  products) 
S^combinTd  to'^-^  commerce  The  complaint  alleges  that  defend- 
Drices  ;,nH  ^r  '    ^^^^^'"'"^^^  information  and  statistics  pertaining  to 

faTer.  t^  .5^  r""''  ^""^  ^^''P^^?  ^"^  ^^^"^^^  ot^^^  wholesalers  and  re- 
tailers to  adopt  minimum  resale  prices  higher  than  those  reauired  bv 
the  Massachusetts  Unfair  Sales  Act.  On  November  3  K a  cTntn^ 
Jouncirr  "''''' f  ^-'^"""^  '^'  dissolution  of  the  Massachusetts  Fc^d 
ment  of  Z\^^f  ^T^""^  ^^'  ^^^'^'?  practices,  including  the  enforce- 
ZnnJ  !l       ""^^  V"f^^^  S^^^s  Practices  Act  through  threat  of  litiga- 

1941  19^^  ^.7°^'.^^^^c''^^i'y  (^^"  ^^^^^  Regulation  Reports,  Su^. 
Wl-1943,  If  52,683).   (See  Nos.  611,  654,  666  and  674.) 

CnJ^U'  ^""'1^^  f^^^  ""•  Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc.,  Civil  680: 

wTtX  n^r-^rr^""  \^J  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  November  3 

and  whnu''  f''^"''^  ^T^  ^^^""-^  ^^^""^  ^  ^^^^^  association  of  retai 
and  wholesale  grocers,  five  corporations,  and  nine  individuals,  alleging 

gKrTprodu'^^^^^  r  r  H^^^^f  Tf  ^^^^^^  "^^^^^^  p"-^  ^- 

nr^y  r  ^'^^I^UCTS,  (including  fresh  fruits  and  vegetables  dairv 
products^  ^^t  ^j  bakery  products)  shipped  in  interstfte  commerc? 
Sn  St^^Lf"^''  that  defendants  combined  to  disseminate  inform": 
adoDUd  anH  P""'"'"&  *«  ?,"««  and  policies  and  that  defendants 

mum  resale  nrwTv'*.''**lt'  ^"j^'^^^''^^.  ""d  'Jailers  to  adopt  mini- 
urn  resale  prices  higher  than  those  required  by  the  Connecticut  Unfair 


», 
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Sales  Practices  Act.  On  November  5,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was  en- 
tered  as  to  all  except  one  defendant  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  and 
ordenng  the  dissolution  of  the  Connecticut  Food  Council,  and  enjoining 
all  concerted  efforts  to  enforce  by  private  means  the  State  Unfair  Sales 
^?^^^^^x    ^u     ^^^?    ^r/?^^   Regulation   Reports,   Supp.    1941-1943, 

111  ^cV'^P^  "^^1%}^  ^^'^^  pending  as  to  one  defendant.  (See  Nos. 
oil,  653,  666  and  674.) 

655.    United  States  v.  Waltham  Watch  Co..  Cr.  110-495:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  November  13. 

1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Waltham  Watch 
Co.,  hve  of  Its  officials,  14  distributors,  and  28  other  individuals  asso- 
ciated  with  said  distributors,  charging  them  with  entering  into  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  the  distribution  and  sale  of  Waltham  watch 
products  both  at  wholesale  and  retail.  It  was  charged  that  certain  whole- 
w  fT?/^u^^o\^^^^  dealers  were  prevented  from  obtaining  WALTHAM 
loio   ^    ^  ^^  "^^^"^,  ^^  blacklisting  and  boycotting.  On  November  5, 

1942,  Court  overruled  defendants'  demurrers  to  the  indictment  (47 
F  Supp.  524).  On  April  29,  1943,  the  case  was  postponed  indefinitely 
at  the  request  of  the  Secretaries  of  War  and  Navy  Departments.  On 
November  27,  1946,  the  Waltham  Watch  Co.  entered  a  plea  of  nolo 
contendere  and  was  fined  $5,000,  the  indictment  being  dismissed  as  to 
all  other  defendants.    (See  Nos.  656  and  657.) 

656.  United  States  v.  Hamilton  Watch  Co.,  Cr.  110-496:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  November  13, 
1941  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Hamilton  Watch 
A  J-  ^^l  officials,  20  distributors  and  38  individuals  associated  with 
said  distributors,  charging  them  with  entering  into  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  the  sale  of  Hamilton  Watch  products  both  at  wholesale  and 
retail.  It  was  charged  that  the  defendants  concertedly  agreed  that  these 
commodities  should  be  sold  to  the  ultimate  consumer  only  through  ap- 
proved distributors  and  that,  by  means  of  blacklisting,  spying,  allocat- 
ing customers  and  territories,  and  requiring  weekly  reports  of  sales, 
distributors  were  excluded  from  the  market  who  refused  to  join  in 
defendants  scheme.  The  Court  on  November  5, 1942,  overruled  defend- 
ants demurrers  to  the  indictment  (47  F.  Supp.  524).  On  April  15,  1943 
the  case  was  postponed  for  the  duration  of  the  war  at  the  request  of  the 
War  and  Navy  Departments.  On  November  27,  1946,  the  Hamilton 
Watch  Co.  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  was  fined  $5,000,  the  indictment 
being  dismissed  as  to  all  remaining  defendants.    (See  Nos.  655  and  657.) 

657.  United  States  v.  Elgin  National  Watch  Co.,  Cr.  110-497: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  November 
13,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  the  Elgin  Na- 
tional Watch  Co.,  nine  of  its  officials,  20  distributors  and  40  individuals 
associated  with  said  distributors,  with  entering  into  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  the  sale  of  ELGIN  PRODUCTS  both  at  wholesale  and  retail. 
It  was  charged  that  certain  wholesaler  and  retailer  dealers  were  pre- 
vented from  obtaining  ELGIN  or  NATIONAL  WATCHES  by  means 
of  blacklisting  and  boycotting.  The  court  on  November  5,  1942  over- 
ruled defendants'  demurrers  to  the  indictment  (47  F.  Supp.  524).  On 
April  29,  1943,  the  case  was  postponed  indefinitely  at  the  request  of  the 
Secretaries  of  War  and  Navy  Departments.   On  May  31,  1946,  the 
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indictment  was  dismissed  against  8  individual  defendants,  and  the  Elgin 
National  Watch  Company  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  a  fine  of  $5  000 
being  imposed.  On  November  27, 1946,  all  remaining  defendants  were 
dismissed.    (See  Nos.  655  and  656.) 

658.  United  States  v.  Tennessee  RetaU  Grocers  Ass'n,  Cr.  10-116: 
Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
November  21,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (M.  D.  Tenn.)  against  three 
trade  associations  of  retail  and  wholesale  grocers,  12  wholesale  and 
retail  grocery  corporations  and  24  of  their  officers,  charging  them  with 

oo^"^?V''/^^^c^^i.?''  ""^^^'^  ^""^  wholesale  prices  of  GROCERY  FOOD 
FKUDUClb  shipped  into  Tennessee  from  producers  located  in  other 
states.  It  was  charged  that  the  defendants  used  the  Tennessee  Unfair 
bales  Act  as  an  instrumentality  for  fixing  prices  and  that  they  threat- 
ened to  initiate,  and  did  initiate,  legal  proceedings  under  the  Act  against 
those  retailers  who  refused  to  sell  at  the  higher,  non-competitive  prices 
fixed  by  the  defendants.  On  March  11,  1942,  defendants'  demurrers 
were  sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  indictment  was  defective  in  that 
It  was  too  indefinite  and  did  not  allege  the  commission  of  an  offense 
within  the  district  where  the  indictment  was  returned  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,769).   (See  No.  701.) 

n  nof;  H^^}.^^  ^^^^^^  ^-  Empire  Hat  and  Cap  Manufacturing  Co., 
Cr.  9263 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
November  28,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Pa.)  against  five  cor- 
porations engaged  in  manufacturing  hats,  10  of  their  officers,  21  indi- 
viduals engaged  in  hat  manufacturing,  a  national  labor  union  of 
headwear  workers,  four  affiliated  local  labor  unions,  and  six  union 
omcials.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  in  ARMY  FIELD  HATS  sold  to  the  United 
states  Government  by  fixing  prices  and  by  collusive  bidding.  The  court 
on  September  12, 1942  held  that  the  indictment  was  not  duplicitous  that 
conspirators  may  be  indicted  where  any  overt  act  in  pursuance  of  the 
conspiracy  was  committed ;  and  that  the  Government  need  not  comolv 
with  requests  for  particulars  which  would  reveal  its  evidence  in  ad- 
vance of  rial  (47  F.  Supp.  395).  All  defendants  except  11  individuals 
and  one  labor  union  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  in  the  total 
amount  of  $48,000  were  imposed.  The  remaining  defendants  were  nolle 
prossed  January  6,  1943. 

W^^  Y'^^^o^^^^^^'''^^^^*^^^^-^^- 33033:  Indictment  under 
tZ^n  ^^  ,^xr^  Sherman  Act  returned  November  28,  1941,  in  the  Dis- 
l^^l  •  f-"""^  i^-  ^'  ^"-^  against  14  corporate  meat  packers,  a  trade 
association  of  meat  packers,  and  37  employees  or  officers  of  defendant 
W^^^^'r^n'^^^l'^fr?  ^^"spiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in 
cons^r3  .^  ^r"^  ^^^^-  J^^  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
tincrT  .  »  f  livestock  and  meat  prices  by  publishing  certain  "cut- 
derr.?^  ^"."^  circulating  them  among  meat  packers  for  purpose  of 
Drir.c  T^  ^Tf  P^^"^  ^""^  livestock  by  meat  packers  and  increasing 
cZflA  ^^^''S:ed  by  meat  packers  for  meat  sold  by  them,  and  by  con- 
ind  rl  ?'^^  to  eliminate  deviations  from  published  price  lists.  The 
of  th!^!r  was  dismissed  as  to  three  individual  defendants  on  account 
tneir  death.  The  court  on  December  22,  1942,  overruled  defendants' 
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demurrer  to  the  indictment  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports.  Suoo. 
1941-1943,  f  52,891).  On  May  10,  1944,  the  case  was  temporarily  taken 
off  the  trial  call  and  it  is  still  pending. 

661.  United  States  v.  Atlantic  Commission  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  1710: 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
December  8,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  N.  C.)  against  the  At- 
lantic Commission  Co.,  Inc.  (a  subsidiary  of  The  Great  Atlantic  & 
Pacific  Tea  Co.  of  America  engaged  in  purchasing  fresh  fruits  and 
vegetables,  including  potatoes),  a  trade  association  of  chain  retail  store 
organizations,  12  corporations  engaged  in  selling  potatoes  and  supplies 
necessary  in  the  production  of  potatoes,  and  17  individuals.  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  restrain  and  to  monopolize 
interstate  commerce  by  fixing  prices  at  which  POTATOES  are  sold  for 
distribution  throughout  the  United  States  by  depressing  the  price  paid 
to  growers,  by  establishing  exclusive  territories  of  operation  and  re- 
fusing to  handle  potatoes  produced  outside  of  such  territory,  and  by 
agreeing  to  give  preference  to  each  other  in  purchases  and  sales  of 
potatoes.  On  May  14,  1942,  the  court  overruled  defendants'  pleas  in 
abatement,  motions  to  quash,  demurrers,  and  motions  for  separate 
trials  (45  F.  Supp.  187).  On  trial  of  the  case,  the  court  on  February  16, 
1943,  at  the  close  of  the  Government's  evidence  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  failed  to  support  the 
allegations  of  the  indictment.    (See  Nos.  746  and  793.) 

662.  United  States  v.  Schering  Corp.,  Cr.  550-C :  Information  un- 
der Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  7  of  the  Clayton 
Act  filed  on  December  17,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  charging 
four  American  corporations  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  distribu- 
tion of  hormones  and  four  of  their  officers  with  a  combination  and  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  and  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  in  HORMONES  AND  HORMONES  PRODUCTS.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  and  certain  co-conspirator  foreign 
corporations  conspired  to  prevent  other  firms  from  manufacturing 
hormones  or  importing  them  into  the  United  States,  to  allocate  among 
themselves  various  countries  as  markets,  and  to  establish  and  maintain 
non-competitive  prices  through  agreements  to  withhold  patent  rights 
from  competitors  and  by  restrictive  license  agreements.  On  December 
17,  1941,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  in  the  amount 
of  $24,000  were  imposed.  (See  Nos.  663, 664,  665, 667  and  668.) 

663.  United  States  v.  Ciba  Pharmaceutical  Products,  Inc.,  Cr. 
551-C:  Information  filed  December  17,  1941,  under  Section  1  of  the 
Sherman  Act  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  charging  three  corporations 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  hormones  and  three  of  their 
officers  with  conspiring  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  HORMONES 
by  maintaining  uniform  prices,  terms  and  discounts.  On  December  17, 
1941,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  were  imposed 
in  the  amount  of  $18,000.  (See  Nos.  662, 664, 665, 667  and  668.) 

664.  United  States  v.  Schering  Corp.,  Cr.  552-C:  Information 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  17,  1941,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  J.)  charging  a  corporation  engaged  in  the  manufac- 
ture and  sale  of  hormones  and  its  president  with  conspiring  to  restrain 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  HORMONES  and  other  BIO- 
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LOGICAL  AND  PHARMACEUTICAL  DRUGS.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  and  a  co-conspirator  German  corporation 
agreed  to  allocate  worid  markets  and  to  prevent  other  firms  from  manu- 
factunng  hormones  and  that  defendants,  after  the  outbreak  of  war. 
delivered  drugs  in  Latin  America  to  customers  of  the  German  corpora- 
tion at  Its  direction  and  request.   On  December  17,  1941,  defendants 

^T^^^  ?i  iJ"  ''^o^'ll^'^^l^c  5"^  ^^'^  ^"^^  '''  t^^  total  amount 
of  $6,000.   (See  Nos.  662,  663,  665, 667  and  668.) 

665  United  States  vRoche-Organon,  Inc.,  Cr.553-C:  Informa- 
tion under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  17,  1941.  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  charging  the  defendant  and  its  president 
with  engaging  in  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inter- 

PPFp\"pA^^^/?xTc''''J?I"^'^^^^  GLANDULAR  AND  HORMONE 
FKl!.FAKATIONS.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  a  co-conspirator  Dutch  corporation  to  allocate 
world  markets  On  December  17,  1941,  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo 
contendere  and  were  fined  $6,000.    ( See  Nos.  662,  663,  664,  667  and  668. ) 

666.    United  States  v.  Maine  Food  Council,  Inc.,  CivU  100:  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  December  17  1941 
m  the  District  Court  (Me.)  against  a  trade  association  of  wholesale 
and  retail  grocers,  five  member  corporations,  and  15  individuals,  alle^- 

CFpV  pXnT^r'?/\^^''!f '^^^.  ^''^  '"'^^^  '"^^^^^  P"^^^  ^^^  GRO- 
i^iLKYi^KU DUCTS  shipped  in  interstate  commerce  in  Maine    The 

complaint  alleges  that  defendants  conspired  to  disseminate  informa- 
tion and  statistics  pertaining  to  prices  and  policies ;  that  they  adopted 
and  coerced  other  wholesalers  and  retailers  to  adopt,  minimum  resale 
prices  higher  than  those  required  by  the  Maine  Unfair  Sales  Act ;  and 
that  they  effectuated  the  conspiracy  by  threats  to  prosecute  those  not 
conforming  to  such  prices  for  alleged  violation  of  the  Maine  Unfair 
5ales  Act.  A  consent  decree  was  entered  on  December  19  1941  en- 
joining the  alleged  practices,  ordering  the  dissolution  of  the  Maine 
i^ood  Council,  Inc.,  and  enjoining  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act  through 

Suj;'  ?54M943';f  52%t  ^'^''  ""''  ^^^^  ^''^'  ^'^"^''"'  '^'^''''' 

667.  United  States  v.  Schering  Corp.,  Civil  1919:  Complaint  un- 
der Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  7  of  the  Clayton 
Act  filed  December  17,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  four 
corporations  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  hormones  and 
nve  of  their  officers  alleging  that  defendants  conspired  to  restrain  com- 
merce in  HORMONES  AND  HORMONE  PRODUCTS  amon^  the 
several  states,  the  District  of  Columbia  and  with  foreign  nations  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  defendants  and  two  co-conspirator  foreign  corporations 
combined  to  prevent  other  firms  from  manufacturing  or  importing  hor- 
mones into  the  United  States,  to  allocate  worid  markets  among  themselves 
.^^  establish  and  maintain  non-competitive  prices  through  agreements  to 
withhold  patent  rights  from  their  competitors  and  by  restrictive  license 
agreements.     On  December  17,  1941,  a  consent  decree  was  entered 

?Si?'ik".?  *i?r  P£^cti^«s  a"«S:«d  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp 
1941-1943.  If  52.729).    (See  Nos.  662.  663,  664,  665  and  668.)  ^^' 
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668.  United  States  v.  Swiss  Bank  Corp.,  Civil  1920:  Complaint 
filed  December  17,  1941,  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sec- 
tion 7  of  the  Clayton  Act  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  alleging  that  de- 
fendant combmed  with  hormone  manufacturing  corporation  to  restrain 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  HORMONES  AND  HORMONE 
PRODUCTS.  The  complaint  also  alleged  that  defendant  violated  Sec- 
tion 7  of  the  Clayton  Act  by  acquiring  ownership  of  an  American  cor- 
poration as  agent  for  a  Swiss  corporation,  the  parent  company  of  a  com- 
petitor of  the  acquired  corporation.  On  December  17,  1941,  a  consent 
decree  was  entered  ordering  defendant  to  divest  itself  of  ownership  of  stock 
in  the  acquired  corporation  and  to  sell  the  stock  to  an  independent  company 
or  person  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  J  52,747). 
On  June  12,  1942,  the  time  for  selling  this  stock  was  extended  by  stipu- 
lation to  August  15,  1942.     (See  Nos.  662,  663,  664,  665  and  667.) 

669.  United  States  v.  California  Fruit  Growers  Exchange,  Cr. 
15167:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
December  17,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  16  citrus 
firms  and  23  individuals  charged  with  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  inter- 
state commerce  by  restricting  the  flow  and  controlling  the  prices  of 
CITRUS  and  DECIDUOUS  FRUITS.  The  indictment  was  dismissed 
as  to  all  individual  defendants  on  November  16,  1942.  All  corporate 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  and  on  August  31,  1943 
fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $80,000  were  imposed.  (See  No.  742.) 

670.  United  States  v.  General  Dyestuff  Corp.,  Cr.  111-135:  In- 
dictment returned  December  19,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73  of  the  Wil- 
son Tariff  Act  against  3  corporations  and  4  individuals  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  the  produc- 
tion, manufacture,  distribution  and  sale  of  DYESTUFFS  AND 
HEAVY  CHEMICALS.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  and 
certain  co-conspirators  agreed  to  divide  world  markets,  eliminated  com- 
petition through  establishing  exclusive  sales  agencies,  and  by  black- 
listing refrained  from  exporting  dyestuflfs  to  certain  firms.  The  court 
on  November  6,  1944,  overruled  defendants'  demurrer  to  the  indictment. 
(57  F.  Supp.  642,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  If  57,303).  A  nolle  pros- 
equi was  entered  as  to  one  deceased  defendant  on  August  22,  1945. 
The  case  has  been  adjourned  to  June  6,  1949  for  setting  of  trial  date 
as  to  the  remaining  defendants.    (See  Nos.  671  and  672.) 

671.  United  States  v.  General  Aniline  &  Film  Corp.,  Cr.  111-136: 
Indictment  returned  December  19,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  against  an  American  and 
a  German  corporation  and  three  individuals  charging  a  restraint  of 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
PHOTOGRAPHIC  MATERIALS  and  DEVELOPERS.  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  defendants  and  a  co-conspirator  agreed  to  divide 
world  markets  and  to  refrain  from  manufacturing  certain  items  pro- 
duced by  the  others.  The  court  in  a  memorandum  opinion  on  Novem- 
ber 6,  1944,  overruled  defendants'  demurrer  to  the  indictment  for  the 
reasons  given  in  its  like  ruling  in  Case  No.  670  CCCH  1944-1945  Trade 
Cases  If  57,304).  The  case  has  been  adjourned  to  June  6,  1949  for 
setting  of  trial  date.    (See  Nos.  670  and  672.) 
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672.  United  States  v.  Dietrick  A.  Schmitz,  Cr.  111-137:  Indict- 
ment returned  December  19,  1941,  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  General  Aniline  &  Film 
Corp.  and  three  of  its  officers  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state and  foreign  commerce  in  PHOTOPRINTING  MATERIALS, 
through  the  establishment  of  exclusive  sales  agreements,  agreements 
not  to  produce  or  sell  competing  articles,  patent  licensing  restrictions, 
and  allocation  of  world  markets.  The  court  in  a  memorandum  opinion 
on  November  6,  1944,  overruled  defendants'  demurrer  to  the  indictment 
for  the  reasons  given  in  its  like  ruling  in  Case  No.  670  (CCH  1944-1945 
Trade  Cases  H  57,305).  The  case  has  been  adjourned  to  June  6,  1949 
for  setting  of  trial  date.    (See  Nos.  670  and  671.) 

673.  United  States  v.  John  Morrell  &  Co.,  Cr.  8807 :  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  December  19,  1941, 
in  the  District  Court  (Neb.)  against  four  meat  packing  corporations,' 
three  officers  of  these  companies  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  by  arbitrarily  assigning  buying  points  to  each 
meat  packer  for  the  country  purchase  of  HOGS  in  Nebraska  and  Iowa. 
It  IS  alleged  that  through  the  assignment  of  particular  buying  terri- 
tories competition  was  suppressed  among  defendant  packers  and  that 
hog  raisers  were  deprived  of  receiving  prices  based  on  competitive 
buying.  On  July  12,  1944  the  indictment  was  dismissed  on  motion  of 
the  Government. 

674.  United  States  v.  Rhode  Island  Food  Council,  Inc.,  Civil  157 : 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  December  19 
1941,  in  the  District  Court  (R.  I.)  against  a  trade  association  of  whole- 
sale and  retail  grocers,  six  member  corporations,  and  nine  individuals 
alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  fix  wholesale  and  retail 
market  price  for  GROCERY  PRODUCTS  shipped  in  interstate  com- 
merce.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  combined  to  disseminate 
intormation  and  statistics  pertaining  to  prices  and  policies ;  that  de- 
tendants  adopted,  and  coerced  other  wholesalers  and  retailers  to  adopt 
minimum  resale  prices  higher  than  those  required  by  the  Rhode  Island 
Unfair  Sales  Act ;  and  that  defendants  effectuated  the  conspiracy  by 
threats  to  prosecute  those  not  conforming  to  these  prices  for  violation 
ot  the  Rhode  Island  Unfair  Sales  Act.  A  consent  decree  was  entered 
on  December  19,  1941.  enjoining  the  alleged  activities  and  ordering 
the  dissolution  of  the  Rhode  Island  Food  Council  (CCH  Trade  Reau- 
man  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,722) .  ^ 

675.  United  States  v.  Columbia  Broadcasting  System,  Civil  3762  • 
J-omplaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Decem- 
ber 31,  1941,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Columbia 
broadcasting  Co.  and  three  individuals  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  re- 
Dn^l^^  ^^^  ^"  attempt  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  RADIO 
BROADCASTING  and  ELECTRICAL  TRANSCRIPTIONS  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendants  excluded  others  from  national  radio 
networks  and  suppressed  competition  in  securing  national  radio  adver- 
"sers;  that  radio  stations  affiliated  with  CBS  were  required  to  exe- 
cute long-term  affiliation  contracts  which  prohibited  the  stations  from 
accepting  any  program  from  any  other  national  network  and  which 
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contained  option-t.me  clauses  giving  CBS  power  to  commit  the  sta- 
tions time  with  radio  advertisers;  that  CBS  refused  to  furnish  its  net- 
work programs  to  unaffiliated  stations  even  though  the  pro^lm  would 
not  be  broadcast  by  any  affiliated  station  in  the  sime  area^n  n^^fon 

the  /rouZ?h?.' >  °"  °''°*'*'  ?^'  ^^^'  '^'  "«*  ^«  dismbseS^up^ 
the  ground  that  it  was  moot  since  the  network  had  sold  its  artists 

BZlTrJr'^  r"  ';,  ^""i  ^«"  '>^'<1  °"  May  10,  1943  in  Cof^m^ 
Broadcasting  Co.  v.  Umted  States,  319  U.  S.  190,  thkt  the  Federal  Com; 
munications  Commission  had  authority  to  eliminarthe  restrict  ™e 
option-time  contracts.    (See  No.  676.)  rcamcuve 

676.    United  States  v.  Radio  Corporation  of  America.  CivU  3763- 

?n&l"thl'n^r -'r^  ^  ""1?  i.  '^'  Sherman  Act  fiW  D^emS; 
fii'n^f  A      ^    °XT^'"^*  9°rl"'*  <N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Radio  Corpora- 
tion of  America,  National  Broadcasting  Co.  and  five  individuals  TllJ^ 
ing  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of,  and  an  fttempt  to  monopoS  SerS 

DethL^il  ni.^°  TALENT  It  is  alleged  that  to  suppress  com- 
petition in  national  radio  network  operations,  the  defendants  reauired 

™'^^'T  ^'^"^*''*  ^'*'»  NBC  to  execute  affiliadon  contracts  which 
prevented  the  stations  from  accepting  any  program  from  anv^thcr 
national  network  and  which  contained  option-time  clauses  riving  t" 
the  network  the  option  to  use,  upon  28  days'  prior  notice  an v  Dart  of 
specified  hours  of  the  affiliated  stations'  time  on  the  air'    The  com 

tT^S^JtSt^'rr^'^''  ''^-  ^.^^  °f  two  natfonal  Networks' 
ana  prayed  that  defendants  be  required  to  elect  which  of  the  two 

they  desire  to  continue  to  operate.^  On  October  18  m3,  on  motion 
of  the  Government,  the  case  was  dismissed,  upon  the  eroundTha  h 
was  moot,  since  both  networks  had  sold  the  r  artist  burwu  since  one 
be'  nTe  ;• '7^^  \^^  been  sold. to  outside  interest  and  Ice  t  had 
tw  t^  T7^  ^"iT'""  ^'°?<^'<''ti'>9  Co.  V.  United  States,  319  U.  S  190 
that  the  Federal  Communications  Commission  had  authority  to  elimi- 
nate the  restrictive  option-time  contracts.    (See  No.  675.) 

Civi1^40fi.  r™***?  .States  V.  National  RetaU  Lumber  Dealer*  Ass'n. 
r,^Vl<^7  ""IS^'i^    under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Tanu- 

cktion  !1  ;ir,  M      k'"'^  ^r^"  ^S°!3;>  ^^^'""  ^  "^«'°"^'  trade  asso- 
ciation of  retail  lumber  dealers  and  22  regional  associations  of  retail 

lumber  dealers  (members  of  the  national  association)  aleSffa  con 

LUMBER  PR?.DnrT<f  '""r":''  S'r.T;i;^*^**=  *-^*  inluVBER. 
LUMUtR  PRODUCTS  and  other  BUILDING  MATERIALS    The 

te°.!;^£'ie   S^''  /'"'  ""''"^Z''''  "^""^P'^^^  ♦'^  fi'^  Pricei  To  aliocat 
territories  and  cus  omers,  and  to  compel  manufacturers  and  wholesal- 
ers to  refuse  to  sell  to  dealers  who  were  not  included  in  an  arbitr^ 
roster  of  "recognized''  dealers  compiled  of  members  in  defendant  IssS^ 
ciations.    It  was  further  alleged  that  the  conspirary  was  effectuated  br 

oiLlXLS^^  the  distribution  of  p^rice^lists  and  condfttn^ 
ot  sale  and  the  establishment  of  grade  marks.    On  Tanuarv  3  1942  a 

l^^!r(CpKTraZTpTVf  ^""^'"^  l''^'^  ^?^'"^t  the  pTacdJS  al- 
leged  (LCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-194'i  IT  S?7'?^\     Ar. 

April  2,  1943,  defendants'  petition' to  cons?r'ue  "nd  ^difyS^ 
decree  was  withdrawn  on  their  motion,  without  prejudice  to  the  S 
of  a  similar  petition.    (See  Nos.  600  and  601.)  c  lo  me  ming 


678.  United  States  v.  Whitehead  Brothers  Co.,  Civil  17-99:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Gay  ton  Act  filed  January  7,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  the  defendant  corporation  and  two  of  its  officers  alleging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  interstate  com- 
merce in  BENTONITE  (an  unpatented  product  of  natural  clay  used 
in  the  foundry  industry)  through  the  use  of  a  patent  relating  to  the 
mixture  of  bentonite  with  foundry  sand,  a  molding  compound.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  the  conspiracy  was  effectuated  by  either  restrict- 
ing licenses  under  the  patent  to  co-conspirator  producers  of  bentonite 
or  by  fixing  terms  of  the  licenses  issued  to  members  of  the  foundry 
trade  so  as  to  compel  them  to  purchase  all  bentonite  used  by  them 
from  the  producing  co-conspirators.  On  January  7,  1942,  a  consent 
decree  was  entered  which  enjoined  the  alleged  activities  and  pro- 
vide for  issuance  of  licenses  to  all  applicants  agreeing  to  pay  the  stand- 
ard royalty,  and  for  transfer  of  the  patent  to  a  trustee  to  be  appointed 
by  the  Court  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943. 
K  52,734).    (See  No.  552.)  r  ff 

679.  United  States  v.  Brooker  Engineering  Co.,  Civil  3146 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  7,  1942,  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  a  trade  association  of  electrical 
contractors,  a  labor  union  of  electrical  workers,  11  corporations  and  17 
individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce 
in  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT  and  in  the  installation,  alteration 
and  repair  of  ELECTRICAL  SYSTEMS  within  the  Detroit  area.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendants  bid  coUusively  for  the  installation, 
alteration,  and  repair  of  electrical  systems,  allocated  contracts  among 
defendant  contractors,  arbitrarily  increased  prices  and  prevented  elec- 
trical contractors  not  associated  with  defendants  from  securing  and 
performing  the  contracts.  It  was  charged  that  the  conspiracy  was 
effectuated  by  persuading  and  coercing  prospective  customers  not  to 
award  jobs  to  independent  contractors,  by  ordering  slow-down  strikes, 
and  by  threatening  to  withhold  or  withdraw  union  labor.  On  January 
7,  1942,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  the  practices  alleged 

cSFn^  '^^^^^  ^^9^^^^ion  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,738).    (See  No. 
508.) 

680.  United  States  v.  American  Waxed  Paper  Ass'n,  Cr. 
9319:  Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  January  7,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Pa.) 
against  a  trade  association,  44  corporations  engaged  in  the  manufac- 
ture of  waxed  paper  products,  and  93  individuals,  charging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  WAXED 
PAPER  PRODUCTS.  The  indictment  charges,  that  the  defendants 
combined  to  fix  prices,  that  they  established  certain  methods  of  manu- 
facture and  distribution  and  induced  others  to  employ  and  utilize  them, 
that  they  designated  the  kinds  and  quantities  of  waxed  paper  to  be 
sold,  published  so-called  price  structures  and  circulated  "codes  of  fair 
competition,"  and  divided  the  country  into  zones.  Thirty-two  de- 
fendants were  nolle  prossed,  and  on  June  15  and  December  14,  1942 
the  remaining  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  in 
the  total  amount  of  $121,125. 
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681.  Umted  States  v.  Virginia-Carolina  Clays.  Inc.,  Cr  2779- 
Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Aci 
returned  January  23.  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (M  D  N  C  )  aeains 
three  corporate  selling  agencies.  25  corporations  and  23  indiv  dulls  or 
partnerships  (members  of  the  selling  agencies)  engaged  in  manuf^^^ 
tunng  structura  clay  products,  and  i  officers  of  defSnt  companies 
alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  inter- 
state commerce  in  STRUCTURAL  CLAY  PRODUCTS     The  indcL 

5lct"at:;T^m.''r'/'''':,v"''  '^"/^  ^"*^  maintained  uniform  prices  and 
dictated  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  which  they  enforced  through  a 

system  of  policing  and  fines,  eliminated  potential  comStitionthroueh 

m'anXTurtf  to"  '"*'"',  ""''  P^^^^"* '^  "<='"''*'  -^  no"-membS 
manutacturers  from  supplying  structural  clay  products  to  manufac- 
turers or  dealers  who  were  not  in  good  standing.  Three  deTendants 
were  nolle  pressed  during  the  trial.^  All  other  defendants  except  one 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  on  October  12,  1942.  a  verdlcf of  Kty 
rmountTlsOftf^'"''  '^^  ^""^'"'".^  defendant.  *  Fines  in  the^o ta"^ 

ySLg^7l'o7hTd7emai;^eVuSi-  ^°  -°  ^'^^^'^-'^  -^-  «- 

682.  United  States  v.  Freightways.  Civil  2207S-R :  Comolaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  Februanr  2  1942 
in  the  District  Court   (N.  D.  Calif.)  alleging  that  Freigh^^a^s    an 

t'hefr'offlT  °^^^°*r  "'""^'  ^^  ^s^ociated  motor  carrierT  aTd^SS  o" 
their  officers,  directors  or  agents,  conspired  to  restrain  and  attempted 

TATIOl5°OF  FRpfrHV"'*  foreign  commerce  in  the  TRAnI?^!^ 
lAllON  OF  FREIGHT  over  the  lines  of  defendant  carriers  The 
complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  motor  carriers  elirn'nated  com! 

fTTr^^  ^  7^""  °^  "-^"'"^  ^"^  territorial  assignment,  by  abandon- 
ing all  competitive  service  over  identical  and  parallel  routes  and  bv 
agreements  for  rate  fixing,  exclusive  interchange  of  fre°ght  between 
members,  and  preferential  interchange  with  connecting  carr  ers  The 
trial  commenced  January  5    1943,  but  on  conclusion  of  the  Cover" 

ZV.  T^  f"/P"  l^'  ^^'  ^  •=°"^*"*  «>«'*«  ^««  entered  pro^rdTng 
for  the  dissolution  of  Freightways,  the  opening  to  all  motor  carriers  of 

^in^n'^*^'  ^aT^a'^  ^^r^'^-  '^"^  '*^'"°^^»  °f  i*"  t"iff  restrictions 
and  enjoining  defendants  from  organizing  any  similar  association  to 
carry  on  the  activities  of  Freightways  and  from  continuing  thdr  ll- 

mi  1^3  V'f2  Q^f.^^'n  "n  *'  ^SF"  L'^^/r.  R'Sulation  Reports.  Supp. 
1941-1943    1 52,933).     On  December  10,  1943,  the  court  entered  an 

..r.  ^^'  .^!^^^^  ^^^*^*  ^-  National  Wholesale  Druerists  Ass'n  Cr 
618-C:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Shemfn  ArAf*^'  a 
February  6  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.  aTai^SefiVuVw 
ciation,  23  of  its  members,  and  29  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
restram  interstate  commerce  by  fixing  the  wholesalers'  mar^^n^  of 
PRODUCTS  '^^r:^P^'?^}-  «f  ing  and  purchasing  prices  of  SruG 
PRODUCTS.     The  mdictment  charges  that  defendant  wholesalers 


stabilized  wholesale  selling  prices  by  compelling  manufacturers  to 
maintain  one  of  three  so-called  stabilization  plans,  first,  a  del  credere 
factor  plan  under  which  wholesalers  were  appointed  del  credere  factors 
of  the  manufacturers  and  directed  to  sell  to  retail  druggists  at  stipu- 
lated prices;  second  a  so-called  "voluntary"  stabilization  plan  under 
which  the  manufacturer  announced  suggested  wholesale  selling  prices, 
and  third  a  manufacturer-wholesaler  fair  trade  contract  plan  under 
which  minimum  wholesale  selling  prices  were  established  in  fair  trade 
contracts.  On  July  19,  1945,  the  court  sustained  the  Government's  de- 
murrer to  a  plea  in  abatement  filed  by  McKesson  &  Robbins,  Inc.,  and 
denied  its  motion  to  quash  the  indictment  and  for  an  inspection  of  the 
grand  jury  minutes  (61  F.  Supp.  590,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 
1(57,441).  On  January  4,  1946,  the  29  individual  defendants  were 
nolle  prossed  and  the  24  other  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $87,000  were  imposed.  On  January 
10,  1946,  McKesson  &  Robbins  appealed  from  the  judgment  to  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  upon  the  ground  of  error  in  sustaining  the 
Government's  demurrer  to  the  plea  in  abatement  and  in  denying  the 
motion  to  quash  the  indictment  and  for  an  inspection  of  the  grand 
jury  minutes.  The  appeal  of  McKesson  &  Robbins  was  dismissed 
on  June  13,  1946. 

684.  United  States  v.  Ideal  Cement  Co.,  Civil  415:  Complained 
filed  February  12,  1942,  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (Colo.)  against  8  corporations  and  10  individuals,  alleging 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  PORTLAND  CE- 
MENT shipped  into  the  Denver  area  from  producers  located  in  Colo- 
rado and  Wyoming.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants,  as 
producers  and  dealers,  combined  to  fix  the  price  of  Portland  cement 
by  agreeing  to  maintain  a  uniform  minimum  retail  price  and  by  agree- 
ing to  sell  only  to  those  dealers  in  the  Denver  area  who  adopt  or 
adhere  to  the  minimum  retail  price,  and  by  entering  into  contracts 
purporting  to  be  made  under  the  Colorado  Fair  Trades  Act  fixing  the 
minimum  resale  price  of  Portland  cement.  On  February  12,  1942,  a 
consent  decree  was  entered  providing  for  cancellation  of  all  contracts 
purportedly  made  under  Colorado  Fair  Trades  Act  and  for  restraining 
defendants  for  a  period  of  two  years  from  entering  into  contracts 
fixing  the  minimum  resale  price  of  Portland  cement  under  authority  of 
Colorado  Fair  Trades  Act  or  otherwise  (CCH  Trade  Requlation  Re- 
ports, Supp.  1941-1943, 1[  52,775).    (See  No.  599.) 

685.  United  States  v.  Imperial  Chemical  Industries  (New  York) 
Ltd.,  CivU  17-282:  Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  and  Section  73  of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  filed  February  17, 
1942,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  defendant  corporation 
and  two  of  its  officers  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  to  monopo- 
lize interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  FERTILIZER  NITRATES. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  fixed  artificial  and  non-competi- 
tive prices  and  limited  the  quantities  and  qualities  of  the  fertilizer 
nitrogen  imported  into,  exported  from,  and  sold  in  the  United  States. 
On  February  18,  1942,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  the 
practices  alleged  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943 
11  »*A'91), 
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,  c,,.?^*  T  ^."'**"'  S***«*  ^-  Union  Hardware  &  Metal  Co  rr,-™.„,i 
15244:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  thT  ^h^^  a  :  ^""^ 
February  18.  1942.  in  the  DUtrict  Court  rSoT^VM'*  '""™tf 

SthS;raTo!,sT^''^^^'°"^  al?i"oL^e^s  S  d^fflan?r4all 
HaS^a"IeVndTe?AL  PR^^LT^I  '^Ki'  .—r  •" 
Sr^h!,'^'^"/^"*^  «i5^^  -d  sfa^SfedToiesTu  irits^Tm^;^^^^ 

Anzona,  Nevada  and  New  Mexico  and  thTf  .w     !i     f        California, 
same  date  fines  in  the  amnnnt  ^f  ^n  ciS>   '^P"*.23,  1942,  and  on  the 

dV?:r -;■  sr;.feL  fsSSSSE^ 

1942  (4  F.  s"p731)  anfon  jte  2  UI Ve'oT'''^  °".-^P"'  ^• 
on  motion  of  the  Government  in  vitw^f.u  cr  ''^^^  "^^^  dismissed 
involving  the  same  practices    VSeeNa/ol;  "^''"^  °^  ""  information 

CompSnt"nd1?le*^d:'ns^!idtof  th^^^^^^  ^^^  ^?-  <^'^  3234: 
19.  1942,  in  the  Distr«  Court  rEnM-^KT'"^"^^^'^'*'^  February 
waste  paper  companies  a  lah^r  IL      ^i""^}  ??^'"^'  ^°"'-  wholesale 

paper  Fro'm  defSrifiers'rrUSs'rd'nrn^^^^ 
alleging  a  consoiracv  to  rp«tra;„  ,„Ji  ,      :.       '  *"°  "'"*  individuals. 

stati  cLmerce  in  WASTE  PAPER  hv'^fi  -""P'  'S  '"onopoHze  inter- 

and  the  channels  ordistjfu  Jo1i'^a^„^  l^  dang't^rs'df  "n^  "^'"^ 
and  sa  e.    The  comolaint  alI»>o-»c  ♦»,,»  j  f  "'i^taung  terms  of  purchase 

tors  out  of  busineTs  bv  orevemfnl  fL  ?"'*^"u'  ^?'"*^  '^^■«-  ^°"Peti- 
paper  or  procuring  unforraborsfbJctTntT  ^T"!?  °'  ^*="'"&  ^^^^^ 
dation,  and  blacklisting  miKrSlesaler.n'*  p'k^*'  ^"^  '"**'"'- 
a  consent  decree  was  Entered  dissolWnfhrw?"i  ^^''"J?P'  ^0.  1942. 
Co.  and  enjoining  the  practices  afwed^  the  Wholesale  Waste  Paper 
ports,  Supp.'  1941-!943.  f  52%)     (Se?No.  56^)     ^~'''  ^^9ulation  Re- 

Ass^Ltd^^airS^e^^.  ^nd^iSi^eTunS^'J!  ""^T  *  *^-''-*« 
Act  in  the  District  Court  WD  Cah"f\r.Hl  ^Tr?""  i°^  *'^«  Sherman 
defendant  Association.  l^i^'S:^ ^IS^^^^:^ 
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and  14  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  prices  of  FOOD  AND 
GROCERIES  shipped  into  the  Northern  California  territory.  The 
indictment  charges  that  the  California  Unfair  Practices  Act  was  used 
to  enforce  fixed  prices  and  mark-ups  and  that  non-conforming  retailers 
and  wholesalers  were  harrassed  through  false  representations  of  in- 
vestigators employed  by  the  defendants  and  by  threats  to  institute 
legal  proceedings.  Three  defendants  were  nolle  pressed  and  two 
pleaded  nolo  contendere.  The  remaining  defendants  waived  jury  trial 
and  on  conclusion  of  the  trial  the  court  on  August  13,  1942,  returned 
verdicts  of  guilty  against  them  and  fines  were  imposed  totalling 
$36,475.  Defendants  appealed  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  which 
affirmed  the  judgments  of  conviction  on  December  30,  1943  (139  F.  (2d) 
978).  The  Supreme  Court  denied  certiorari  on  April  24,  1944  (322 
U.S.  729).  ^  ^ 

690.  United  States  v.  Swift  and  Co.,  Cr.  9513 :  Indictment  under 
Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  9,  1942,  in  the 
District  Court  (Colo.)  against  three  meat  packers,  a  stockyards  com- 
pany, three  associations  of  buyers  on  the  Denver  stockyards  market, 
five  commission  firms,  and  21  officers,  directors  or  partners  of  the 
foregoing  defendants,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  a  con- 
spiracy to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  FAT  LAMBS.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  eliminate  within  the 
Denver  marketing  area  all  direct  purchases  of  lambs  for  eastbound 
shipment  and  to  confine  the  marketing  of  such  lambs  to  the  Denver 
Stockyards.  After  defendants  had  demurred  to  the  indictment  and 
filed  motions  to  quash,  the  court  on  September  8,  1942,  held  the  in- 
dictment insufficient  in  law  and  dismissed  it  (46  F.  Supp.  848).  On 
appeal  by  the  Government,  the  Supreme  Court  on  March  15,  1943,  held 
that  the  District  Court's  decision  was  based  in  part  upon  the  ground 
of  the  inadequacy  of  the  allegations  to  charge  that  defendants'  con- 
spiracies affected  interstate  commerce  and  that  the  Court  therefore 
had  no  jurisdiction  under  the  Criminal  Appeals  Act;  and  the  Court, 
pursuant  to  that  Act,  remanded  the  cause  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
u^aU  consideration  of  the  questions  raised  by  the  appeal  (318 
U.  S.  442).  In  view  of  the  filing  of  an  information  involving  the  same 
practices  (Case  No.  774),  the  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
5:^^?isPi^^sed  on  May  18,  1943,  on  motion  of  the  Government  (135 
i*.(Zd)745). 

691.  United  States  v.  Colorado  Wholesale  Wine  &  Liquor  Deal- 
ers Ass'n.  Inc.,  Cr.  9514:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  March  12,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  against 
IV  corporations  producing  alcoholic  beverages,  eight  corporations  sell- 
ing such  beverages  at  wholesale  in  Colorado,  an  association  of  such 
Wholesalers,  54  individuals  selling  such  beverages  at  retail  within  the 
state,  and  an  association  of  such  retailers,  charging  in  count  one  a 
conspiracy  to  fix  wholesale  prices,  and  in  count  two  a  conspiracy  to 
nx  retail  prices,  as  to  sales  within  Colorado  of  intoxicating  beverages 
snipped  from  other  States.  Count  two  charges  that  defendants  agreed 
upon  retail  prices  and  mark-ups,  agreed  to  persuade  out-of-State  pro- 
aucers  to  enter  into  fair  trade  contracts  embodying  such  retail  prices 
and  mark-ups,  and  agreed  to  boycott  wholesalers  and  producers  who 
reiused  to  enter  into  or  to  comply  with  such  fair  trade  contracts 
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There  were  like  allegations  in  count  one  respecting  enforcement  of 
agreed  wholesale  prices.  On  October  10,  1942,  the  District  Court  over- 
ruled demurrers  and  motions  to  quash  the  indictment  (47  F.  Supp.  160). 
The  Government,  being  required  to  elect,  dismissed  count  one  and 
eight  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  to  count  two.  On  their  appeal 
the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  held  on  February  28,  1944,  and  again  held 
on  August  26,  1944,  after  reargument  before  the  court  sitting  en  banc, 
that  the  indictment  did  not  show  that  the  conspiracy  was  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  {Frankfort  Distilleries,  Inc.  v.  United  States,  144 
F  (2d)  824,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  1944-1947  Court  Decisions, 
Tf  57,214,  57,286).  The  Supreme  Court  granted  certiorari  and  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals,  holding  that  it  was  immaterial 
that  the  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  fixing  or  maintaining  retail  prices 
smce  the  conspiracy  was  enforced  by  coercion  and  boycott  of  those 
engaged  in  interstate  commerce,  that  the  Twenty-first  Amendment  had 
not  deprived  the  United  States  of  all  power  to  regulate  interstate 
liquor  traffic,  and  that  the  Sherman  Act,  as  applied  to  the  defendants, 
did  not  conflict  with  the  law  of  Colorado  (United  States  v.  Frankfort 
Distilleries,  Inc.,  324  U.  S.  293,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  1944-1947 
Court  Decisions,  1(57,338). 

Either  before  or  after  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  64  de- 
fendants pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  19  defendants  were  dismissed  on 
the  Government's  motion.  Fines  were  imposed  in  the  amount  of 
$124,300  (later  reduced  to  $120,300). 

692.  UnitedStatesv.AquaSystem,  Inc.,  Cr.  111-421:  Indictment 
in  two  counts,  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on 
March  17,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  two  cor- 
porations and  seven  individuals  with  restraining  and  monopolizing 
interstate  commerce  in  the  sale  and  installation  of  HYDRAULIC  GAS- 
OLINE STORAGE  AND  FUELING  SYSTEMS  and  of  DRY  GASO- 
LINE STORAGE  SYSTEM  FOR  FUELING  AIRCRAFT.  It  is 
further  charged  that  unreasonable  prices  were  secured  and  competition 
eliminated  through  (1)  the  acquisition  and  misuse  of  patents,  (2)  ex- 
clusive licensing  agreements  between  defendants  and  refusal  to  license 
others  unless  certain  unpatented  parts  were  purchased  from  defendants, 
or  installation  was  supervised  by  the  defendants  at  extortionate  prices, 
(3)  submitting  artificial  bids  and  inducing  others  to  submit  artificial 
bids,  and  (4)  misrepresenting  that  they  owned  or  were  licensees  under 
patents  covering  hydraulic  storage  systems  and  special  parts  thereof. 
In  November  and  December,  1942,  nolo  contendere  pleas  were  filed 
by  all  defendants.  Fines  totalling  $42,000  were  imposed.  (See  No.  741.) 

693.  United  States  v.  National  Cheese  Institute,  Inc.,  Cr.  33197: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  18, 
1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  two  trade  associations 
of  cheese  dealers,  43  corporations,  and  56  individuals,  charging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  AMERICAN  CHEESE 
AND  CHEESE  PRODUCTS.  The  indictment  charges  that  defend- 
ants combined  to  fix  prices  paid  by  cheese  dealers  to  producers  and  to 
control  prices  charged  by  cheese  dealers  to  wholesalers  and  retail  dis- 
tributors. December  14,  1942,  the  indictment  was  dismissed  against 
a  company  which  had  been  dissolved  and  three  defendants  were  later 
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dismissed.  Trial  of  the  case  was  postponed  until  after  the  trial  in  Case 
No.  694  and  has  not  yet  been  set.  The  indictment  was  dismissed  as 
to  one  mdividual  on  June  10,  1947. 

694.  United  States  v.  Wisconsin  Cheese  Exchange,  Cr.  33198: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  18 
1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  two  trade  associations  of 
cheese  dealers,  15  corporations  dealing  in  cheese,  and  23  individuals 
^^'li^'^Tr^  £?"^P*^?.^y  t^  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  BRICK 
CHli^bbii  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix 
prices  paid  by  cheese  dealers  to  producers  and  to  control  prices  charged 
by  cheese  dealers  to  wholesalers  and  retail  distributors.  Three  defend- 
ants were  dismissed  prior  to  November  29,  1943,  when  the  trial  com- 
menced ;  four  defendants  were  dismissed  during  the  trial,  a  directed 
yr  ini^^  "^^  ^'1^^  ^^^  entered  as  to  eight  defendants  on  December 
14,  1943,  and  on  January  14,  1944,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  not 
guilty  as  to  all  remaining  defendants.    (See  No.  693.) 

695  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (N.  J.),  Cr.  682 :  Informa- 
tion under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  March  25,  1942,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  seven  corporations  and  three  individuals 
charging  a  conspiracy  with  I.  G.  Farbenindustrie  of  Germany  to  restrain 
l^^%c^^^  j"  foreign  commerce  in  OIL  AND  CHEMICAL  PROD- 
UCTS made  from  petroleum,  coal  or  natural  gas.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  and  I.  G.  Farben  entered  into  cartel  agreements 
to  refrain  from  competing  with  each  other.  Standard  being  allocated 
oil  products  and  I.  G.  Farben  the  chemical  products,  and  to  use  their 
combined  patents  to  prevent  others  from  manufacturing  and  selling 
better  and  cheaper  oil  and  chemical  products.    On  March  25,  1942,  all 

«^n /!iS?"V^P^^??^^.J!?^°  contendere,  and  fines  were  imposed  totalling 
$50,000.    (See  No.  696.) 

696.  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  (N.  J.),  Civil  2091 :  Com- 
folo"  .  ""^^^Sections  1  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on  March  25, 
\A'^A  y  district  Court  (N.  J.)  against  seven  corporations  and  seven 
mdividuals  alleging  a  conspiracy  with  I.  G.  Farbenindustrie  of  Ger- 
TT  A  T  ^?»o  A^^*'^  mterstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  OIL  AND  CHEM- 
'  A^  PRODUCTS  made  from  petroleum,  coal  or  natural  gas.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  and  I.  G.  Farben  entered  into  cartel 
agreements  to  refrain  from  competing  with  each  other,  Standard  being 
allocated  oil  products  and  I.  G.  Farben  the  chemical  products,  and  to 
use  their  combined  present  and  future  patents  to  prevent  others  from 
manufacturing  and  selling  better  and  cheaper  oil  and  chemical  products, 
yn  March  25, 1942,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  which  provided  for  the 
complete  severance  of  relations  with  I.  G.  Farben,  for  free  public  licens- 
nrL  ?"^  ^^^  ^^''  °^  ^"  defendants'  patents  relating  to  the  synthetic 
hn^'l^*  r"  °^  gasoline  and  rubber,  and  for  the  furnishing  of  "know 
now    to  licensees  under  such  patents  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Retorts 

l^en't^^ "i^^l^V^^^l-  .^?^P"^  7'  ^^^3'  ^  supplementaHudS 
was  entered  which  clarified  the  application  of  the  original  decree  so 

raroi^?-'"^"]^?'^  licensing,  at  a  reasonable  royalty,  would  apply  to  the 
P-^l^r    V^^"*"?  patents  (important  in  the  field  of  high-octane,  aviation 
7V^^    D^  ^y^".^^  ^^  applied  for  by  Standard  on  March  15,  1942  (CCH 
rode  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,927) .    (See  No.  695.) 
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#;b^  n    r  ^V"^*^  Stat»  V.  National  Ass'n  of  RetaU  Druggists,  Cr. 

II'^qIo^^'u"^^^  ""'^^''  ^^''^^^^  ^  ^^  *^«  Sherman  Act  returned  March 
26, 1942,  in  the  Distnct  Court  (N.  J.),  against  the  defendant  Association. 
15  state  or  local  associations  of  retail  druggists  located  in  New  Jersey 
and  15  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  com- 
?^^?^c  ?^  ^?'"^  *^,^  retailers'  margins  of  profit  on  DRUG  STORE 
*\r    AT-11  ^^J?""]"^  the  retail  and  wholesale  prices  through  illegal  use  of 

T^nn^r  %  i^l7"?t  ^.^\  ^"/  ^^^  ^"^  J^^^^^  ^air  Trade  Law.  On 
January  Z9  1947,  the  defendant  associations  entered  pleas  of  nolo  con- 
tendere and  were  fined  the  total  of  $15,250,  and  the  individual  defend- 
ants were  dismissed. 

IB  nf^^n  ^^^^  S*^^s  V.  Aluminum  Company  of  America,   CivU 

Anrn'ic;  "Jo/^  •"^u''^?"  ^9^^'?P^  1  ^^<^  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
April  15,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Aluminum 
Company  of  America,  Dow  Chemical  Co.,  American  Magnesium  Corp 
and  Magnesium  Development  Corp.,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
^^xAr^So^x^l^^^^"  *^  monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in 
MAGNESIUM  AND  MAGNESIUM  PRODUCTS.^ Thrc^mplaim 
alleges  that  defendants  combined  to  eliminate  competition  by  pre- 
venting others  than  Dow  Chemical  from  producing  magnesium  and 
magnesium  products,  by  limiting  the  production  and  sale  of  magnesium 
products  to  defendants  and  their  licensees,  by  pooling  competing  patents, 
and  by  fixing  prices,  pn  April  15,  1942,  a  coJisent  decrerwal  entered 
which  enjoined  certain  specific  practices,  cancelled  agreements  re- 
stricting the  production  and  fabrication  of  magnesium,  and  made  the 
defendants  patents  available  to  any  applicant,  fabrication  patents  being 
made  available  royalty-free  and  production  patents  being  made  avail- 
ble  royalty-free  during  the  war  and  thereafter  subject  to  payment  by 
the  licensee  of  reasonable  royalties  (CCH  Trade  Regulatioi  Reports. 
Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,776).   (See  Nos.  580,  581  and  5^.) 

unJr%.r'!^'^^f  f^u^Vu  F^<^"ch  Bauer,  Inc.,  Cr.  6058:  Indictment 
Sirf  ro3  \<^^AKl^^''^^''.^^^  '•^*""^^4  April  17,  1942,  in  the 
•i  T  u  -^  ^^'  ^'  ^^'^)  against  seven  corporations  and  10  indi- 
^VT?T?^\lT?'SI^.V^"fP^'^^y  ^^  ^^  '■^^^^^  a^d  wholesale  prices  for 
f^^JJ^  MILK  AND  MILK  PRODUCTS  sold  in  Ohio  in  the  Cin- 
cinnati area.  The  indictment  charges  that  50%  of  the  milk  so  sold 
IS  shipped  from  other  states  and  is  commingled  before  sale  with  milk 
produced  in  Ohio.  On  September  11,  1942,  the  court  sustained  motions 
to  quash  the  indictment  upon  the  grounds  that  the  allegations  did 
not  show  a  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  (48  F.  Supp.  260).  On 
fats  u'V  V95)  ^^^^^"'"^"t  dismissed  its  appeal  from  this  ruling 

700.    United  States  v.  Dubuque  Cooperative  Dairy  Marketing  As- 

r^.^^^'^'A^^'-M^l^i^'inro'^^^*"'?"*  ""^^"  ^^^^^^"  1  ^^  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  April  24,  1942,  m  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Iowa)  against 

the  Dubuque  Cooperative  Dairy  Marketing  Association,  the  Beatrice 
Creamery  Company,  the  Sanitary  Milk  Company  (milk  distributory) 
and  hve  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  com- 
merce by  fixing  pnces  for  MILK  as  well  as  fixing  the  uniform  premiums 
above  minimum  pnces  paid  by  milk  handlers  to  producers  under  a 
market  order  established  by  Secretary  of  Agriculture  pursuant  to  the 
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Agricultural  Marketing  Act  of  1937.  Trial  of  the  case  started  before  a 
jury  on  April  27,  1943.  The  court  directed  a  verdict  of  not  guilty 
as  to  one  individual  defendant  on  April  29,  1943  and  on  May  1,  1943 
the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  all  remaining  defendants. 
(See  Nos.  435,  556,  589,  608,  699.) 

701.  United  States  v.  Tennessee  Retail  Grocers  Ass'n.,  Cr.  10223 : 
Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
April  27, 1942,  in  the  District  Court  (M.  D.  Tenn.)  charging  three  trade 
associations  of  retail  and  wholesale  grocers,  13  retail  or  wholesale 
grocery  corporations,  and  24  individuals,  with  a  conspiracy  to  fix  the 
retail  and  wholesale  prices  of  FOODS,  GROCERIES  AND  ALLIED 
PRODUCTS  shipped  into  the  middle  and  western  districts  of  Ten- 
nessee from  out-of-state  producers.  The  indictment  charges  that  de- 
fendants used  the  Tennessee  Unfair  Sales  Act  as  an  instrumentality 
for  fixing  prices  higher  than  those  made  legal  by  the  Act,  and  that 
they  initiated  and  threatened  to  initiate  legal  proceedings  under  the 
Act  against  retailers  who  refused  to  sell  at  the  higher,  non-competitive 
prices  fixed  by  defendants.  On  June  23,  1944,  the  trial  was  postponed. 
over  the  Government's  objection,  until  after  the  War,  on  the  ground 
that  several  defendants  and  key  witnesses  for  the  defendants  were 
unavailable.  The  indictment  was  dismissed  October  24,  1946.  (See 
No.  658.) 

702.  United  States  v.  Utah  Wholesale  Grocery  Co.,  Cr.  14140: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  May  1, 
1942,  in  the  District  Court  (Utah)  against  four  wholesale  grocery 
corporations  and  five  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  in  GROCERIES  in  Utah,  Southwestern  Wyoming, 
Southeastern  Idaho  and  Eastern  Nevada.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  forced  producers  and  manufacturers  of  grocery  store  items 
to  sell  only  through  defendant  wholesale  corporations,  and  to  eliminate 
direct  sales  to  retailers,  to  retailer-owned  wholesalers,  and  to  grocers 
doing  both  a  wholesale  and  retail  business ;  and  that  the  conspiracy 
was  effectuated  by  boycotts  of  manufacturers  selling  through  outlets 
other  than  the  defendants.  Motions  to  dismiss  were  denied  by  the 
court  May  5,  1942,  and  on  May  11,  1942,  all  the  defendants  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  fines  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000  being 
imposed. 

703.  United  States  v.  St  Joseph  Stock  Yards  Co.,  Cr.  3121 :  In- 
formation under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  7,  1942,  in 
the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Mo.)  against  four  companies,  a  'livestock 
exchange,  two  marketing  committees  and  six  individuals,  charging 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  by  fixing  prices  at 
the  Kansas  City  stockyards,  sharing  receipts,  and  discouraging  country 
buying  of  HOGS.  The  information  alleges  collusive  bidding  and  agree- 
ments to  refrain  from  bidding  and  inducing  other  packers  to  discon- 
tinue the  country  purchase  of  hogs  within  the  St.  Joseph  trade  area. 
Une  defendant  was  dismissed  and  one  was  granted  a  separate  trial. 
Of  the  others,  the  court  on  June  5, 1942,  directed  a  verdict  of  not  guilty 
as  to  two  defendants  and  on  June  8,  1942,  the  jury  returned  verdicts 
of  not  guilty  as  to  all  remaining  defendants.    (See  No.  687.) 
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CaMfSiia  oS'ifs^^Y  .''•r^***P  -^"^T?,^^"*  ^ss'n  of  Southern 
Co!.rt^'  n  ^  r  A  ^  Complaint  filed  May  7.  1942,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  p.  Calif )  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  La  nst  a 
S;h  'r'^'i.""'  ^^  <=°'T>°'ations  manufacturing  gas  rfnges^and  20 
n  GAS  AnGeI' "!-h'/°"'T'*=^  ^?  restrain  1nirstate^commer« 

o  Tdhere  Z^tTJl'J,'"'' '■  '""  'f  "«^  ^<=*^"-^  ^"<»  ^-uS're^J 
refused  On  Mav  7  1^7^""'  ^""^  'Z'"^'  ^^  boycotting  those  who 
Alleged  act"v.^es  (C^'tT^T  '^,'''^'"'  ^"  *^"*"«<'  enjoining  the 
If  52S)    (See  Ni.S9?)         '  ^'^'^""'  '^'^'"*'-  ^"PP-  1941-1943. 

70S     United  States  v.  Southern  California  Gas  Co    CivU  2231.Y  • 

7^  1942  rconcent  ^r^  '"^  '"^^^^  non-cooperative  retailers.  On  May 
(SefNo  597  )  ''*'  "^^^  ^"^^^^"^  enjoining  the  alleged  activities 

706.  United  States  v.  Allied  Chemical  &  Dye  Corp  Cr  753-C. 
Indictment  in  three  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of^the  She^^^^^^ 
Act,  returned  May  14,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N  J  )  against  eL^h^ 

Farbenindustne  and  three  of  which  were  controlled  by  members  of 
a  Swiss  Consortium)  and  20  individuals.  The  indictment  cSes  that 
to  re"Sn\'nd  mn^  ^^^"^^^^  companies  co^nsp^^^^^^ 

STUFFS  t^t.MurS''  •^^•'"^"''^^i^  ^"^  ^^^^^^  commerce  in  DYE- 
American  mwi'f  ^'^'^/  ""^  ^^^  ^"^^""^^  <^^  dyestuflfs  sold  by 
k^eiri^tru^^^^^^^^  ^^'!1^  '"^^^^'i'  ^^^^  P"^^^  ^t  exorbitant 

rthL  count^    rnl  I^  "^^  prevented  small  chemical  companies 

Tune  3    1942  TJ?^  engaging  m  the  manufacture  of  dyestuffs.    On 

Al^en  Pr^rl  .  r  ^""T'  ^^'^^  company  had  been  taken  over  by  the 
fined  sSf?^^^  t^'A'^'^  ^  P^^^  ^^  "^^^  contendere  and^wa^ 

bv  14  H.vTi  ^."  "^P^^  ^^'  ^^'  P^^^^  °^  "^1°  contendere  were  entered 

cL  $111  rJJ^^'^T'  ^^aT'/  ^""^^  ^^^'^'  '"^^^i"^  t^tal  fines  "n  the 
case  $111,000.  Ten  defendants  were  dismissed  and  the  action  has 
abated  against  the  remaining  three  defendants. 

707.    United  States  v.  American  Brass  Co.,  Cr   112-154-   TnHirt 
ment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned*  iS.  27  *  1^2   in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  FlexiWe  Mental  Host  ^nS 
Tubing  Institute  (composed  of  manufacturers  of  flexible  metal  hose 
and  tubing),  seven  member  corporations,  and  10  indfvidulls  charS 

HOsITnS  ™^^^^^     '%Tn  ^^'""^T  ^"  FLEXIBLE'  MET^f 
MUbh.  AND  TUBING.    The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  con- 


spired to  regulate,  allocate  and  divide  the  market  for  flexible  metal 
hose  and  tubing  among  defendant  corporations  by  inducing  consumers 
and  Government  agencies  to  accept  recommendations  and  specifica- 
tions of  the  Institute  for  particular  types  of  flexible  metal  hose  and 
tubing  manufactured  by  defendant  corporations ;  and  that  defendants 
refused  to  notify  non-member  manufacturers  of  the  Institute's  recom- 
mendations and  specifications  and  forced  non-members  to  join  the 
Institute  or  be  excluded  from  the  market.  On  October  9,  1942,  the 
case  was  postponed  at  the  request  of  the  Army  and  Navy  Departments, 
but  was  restored  to  the  trial  calendar  on  March  5,  1946.  On  May  20, 
1946,  8  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total 
of  $30,500.    The  remaining  defendants  were  dismissed.    (See  No.  708.) 

708.  United  States  v.  American  Brass  Co.,  Cr.  112-155:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  27,  1942,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Flexible  Metal  and  Tubing 
Institute,  seven  other  corporations,  and  nine  individuals  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  FLEXIBLE  METAL 
HpSE  AND  TUBING.  The  indictment  charges  defendants  with  con- 
spiring to  enhance  and  maintain  uniform  prices  by  distributing  and 
adhering  to  price  lists,  discount  sheets  and  schedules,  and  by  reporting 
to  the  Institute  any  defendant  corporation  which  failed  to  adhere.  On 
October  9,  1942,  the  case  was  postponed  at  the  request  of  the  Army 
and  Navy  Departments,  but  the  case  was  restored  to  the  trial  calendar 
on  March  5,  1946.  On  May  20,  1946.  8  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  were  fined  a  total  of  $30,500.  The  remaining  defendants 
were  dismissed.    (See  No.  707.) 

709.  United  States  v.  Associated  Serum  Producers,  Inc.,  Cr. 
33328 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May 
28,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  a  trade  association 
of  animal  serum  producers,  14  member  corporations,  and  21  individuals, 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  by  restricting 
the  channels  of  distribution  through  which  ANIMAL  MEDICINES 
AND  SUPPLIES  are  sold  for  distribution  to  consumers.  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  sell  only  to  veterinarians 
who  are  graduates  of  approved  veterinary  colleges,  and  to  producers, 
wholesalers  and  dealers  who  sell  only  to  such  veterinarians  so  that 
stockmen,  farmers  and  other  animal  owners  were  prevented  from  ad- 
ministering immunizing  agents  to  their  own  animals.  On  February  16, 
1945,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  all  the  defendants 
except  one  who  had  been  granted  a  severance.  This  defendant  was 
later  nolle  prossed. 

710.  United  States  V.  New  England  Bakers  Ass'n,Cr.  15778:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May  28,  1942, 
in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  three  trade  associations,  20  bak- 
ing corporations,  and  34  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  by  fixing  the  prices  charged  for  BREAD  and  other 
BAKERY  PRODUCTS  in  the  New  England  States.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  designated  certain  persons  to  induce  dealers 
^  f  5^^'"S^e  ^^e  prices  fixed  by  defendants,  prescribed  exclusive  methods 
of  baking,  eliminated  certain  methods  of  advertising,  enforced  so-called 
codes  of  fair  competition,  and  refused  to  allow  the  sale  for  human 
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antsTadeS  "loTJZt  ^f'"^  P^^^^ucts  On  June  22, 1943, 45  defend- 
$51  g^n  T^-  "°'o.'?ntendere  and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  o£ 
$51,950.  The  remaining  defendants  were  nolle  pressed. 

unde^^L/o^^^f rih;r^i^A?t-  f^TnAV^^'  }^^Z 
o^/EoSsSar?i '"i  ^^^'"^'  '""'^^  packii^Jc^^V^ieSThre 
in  th^-^u^r'^Sira'nrae^VSraTtre'^^^^^^^ 

SrnrTh".'-"?'*f' "™'"^''°"  °f  ^°S  prices  by  free  and  co^etit^^^Wd- 
ir5«T^  •"<l"=tment  charges  that  defendants  apportion  among  them- 
in  th.'^^^  PT^',^  °^  ^^^"^  percentages  of  the  hogs  shipped  for  sa™ 

disSL'ed  as  t?:il  SStr'"    °"  J""^  ^^'  '^^'  '^'  --  -- 

Ind  J^nf^^S  ll^c^r i  5f  L^S- S  St"rr  ntd^fc?4  Sl= 

div  SLu  TharV?nTI  l"^'  ""^  ^^^  "^^'"^^  ^'^  corporation^and  t'e„  in-' 
fil^mr  fK»  Charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  by 

anTlSs'Tmc'sUPPLlVl^ir^  COMMERCIAL  EXPLOSIVE^ 
aim  oL^/\zyii^^^ufFLIES.  The  indictment  charees  that  defenHanf* 

deHv  ^r/prlclS  o^ "^'^^  '/^'^'^r^  '^^  P"«  dil"renUau1^"o1ra 
identical  nWrL  !!i.°  '^'  ''i!''"'**^  *^*  <=o""""y  '"to  zones  and  sold  at 
re'ght  cos^ts 'tnducId'tL'^'^  kI°"'  ^'*'''^"'  ^*^'«'  *«  difference  in 
and  refrained  Tr^^tn^  V°^^^u^  *?  maintain  identical  resale  prices 
?^arr2?rd  TuTv  2'  ^^^  "^i^u ''i*'^'"^  ''^^  J''*''''"-  Between  Feb- 
a™nrwfire&t?e  tSa^^Jntt/lsfc;^^  ''"'^'  "°'''  ^''"*^"''^' 

dic^t^u^nf  ^Sf^^^^  In- 

&viH^',°'u"'*-  ^°"'*  (O^''-)  ^S«i"st  a  farmers'cc^peratrve  and 

J?s  ribu  ?o"n  oVmh^K ?  \u''T'T^ }""  monopolize  the  pro^duc   on  and 
aistriDution  of  MILK  in  the  Portland  area,  indudine-  milk  nror»„rp.H  ;), 

^ntrfZ  /"'w 'V°  °'^^°"  purchasers  andSp™ Zed  in  Q^e" 
f.?.rZ  f  V°  Washington  purchasers.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  forced  producers  to  dispose  of  their  milk  throu^h^t if,.^- 
endant  association,  discouraged  members  from  Transferring  pJodJc" 

^Sutol^s  ouT  of^"Ss"te^g  SToU^  si  ?""-'" 
menced  on  November  24  1942  On  Tanua™^  X^  ♦u  *  J^'T/om- 
the  defendants  not  guilty,  !.^L?2trdTrlctSn'6  of  ?he  cS 
Act  a  farmer's  cooperat  ve  association  even  though  i»K-^ 
monopolistic,  is,  if  it  Jets  alone  and  not  b'con^ert  wUh^lers  exe^^^ 
from  prosecution  under  the  antitrust  laws  (49  F.  Supp.  475)  ^ 

714.    United  States  v.  Columbia  River  Paclrrr.  a„'>   t        ^ 
to  co„.un,„s  .„d  s.le,  of  o,„„.d  «tao'„  by  pSfer^'-Jl.l'S^S 
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was  dismissed  as  to  one  defendant  on  January  12,  1943,  and  all  other 
defendants  except  the  fishermen's  protective  union  entered  pleas  of 
nolo  contendere,  fines  being  imposed  in  the  total  amount  of  $4,875.  On 
January  26,  1943,  the  court  directed  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  the 
union,  holding  that  it  dealt  with  special  marketing  problems  of  pro- 
ducers as  a  group  bargaining  cooperative  and  was  exempt  from  the 
criminal  penalties  of  the  antitrust  laws  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports. 
Supp.  1941-1943, 1[  52,917).  .  ^      ' 

715.  United  State*  v.  American  Air  Filter  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  112-261 : 
Information  in  three  counts,  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  on  June  24,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
two  corporations  and  11  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  commerce  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  AIR  FILTERS  and  AIR  FILTERING  MEDIA.  The 
information  charges  that  defendants  obtained  a  virtual  monopoly  by 
acquiring  control  of  competing  firms  or  by  forcing  them  out  of  business, 
by  harassing  them  with  patent  litigation,  by  agreement  with  com- 
petitors not  to  compete  with  defendants,  and  by  acquisition  and  assign- 
ment of  patents,  and  that  defendants  fixed  arbitrary  and  non-competitive 
pnces.  On  Tune  24,  1942,  all  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  fines  aggregating  $88,CX)0  were  imposed.    (See  No.  773.) 

716.  United  State*  v.  Solvay  Process  Co.,  Civil  2046 :  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  24,  1942,  in  the 
District  Court  (Kans.)  against  Solvay  Process  Co.  and  Solvay  Sales 
Corp.  alleging  a  combination  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
commerce  in  the  production  and  sale  of  SODA-ASH  to  consumers  in 
Uie  States  of  Colorado,  Kansas,  Missouri,  Nebraska  and  Oklahoma. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  Solvay  Process,  which  owns  more  than 
half  of  the  total  soda-ash  productive  capacity  in  the  United  States,  has 
for  the  past  seven  years  agreed  with  the  other  defendant  to  keep  its 
soda-ash  plant  at  Hutchinson,  Kansas,  closed  but  ready  to  operate  if 
a  threat  of  competitive  operation  in  that  market  area  should  materialize, 
in  order  to  prevent  any  competitor  from  producing  or  selling  soda-ash 
to  monopolize  the  production  of  soda-ash.  On  March  14,  1944,  a  con- 
sent decree  was  entered  which  provides,  that  the  defendants  may  not 
acquire  any  future  facilities  for  the  production  of  soda-ash  in  the  State 
of  Kansas  except  after  leave  of  Court  upon  an  affirmative  showing  that 
competition  will  not  be  unreasonably  restrained  (CCH  Trade  Regula- 
fif^li  Z^'^^'  1944-1947  Court  Decisions,  T[  57,229).  After  the  suit  was 
nled,  the  defendants  dismantled  the  Hutchinson  plant  in  compliance 
with  directions  from  the  War  Production  Board  and  they  divested 
themselves  of  all  interest  in  this  plant. 

717.  United  States  v.  Monsanto  Chemical  Co.,  Cr.  1265:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  26,  1942  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  15  corporations  and  37  individ- 
Pmm?J^^^"^  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  SUL- 
T^  •  J-  ^^^^  ^y  fixing  prices  for  sale  within  the  United  States. 
Ane  indictment  charges  that  defendants  entered  into  agreements 
Wherein  they  controlled  the  quantity  produced  as  well  as  the  channels 
and  method  of  distribution,  that  the  two  leading  producers  published 
Identical  price  schedules  which  the  other  defendants  followed,  and  that 
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defendants  prevailed  upon  small  producers  to  discontinue  the  oroduc 

rreoue  ?o"^'the'w-    °"h°m^*°'^^''  '^^'  **"=  *"=''  was^ostp^ed  a't" 

war  On  Tulv^6T<L?"l.^T?'P,^'']"J""t*  ^°'  '^^  'l^^ti"''  of  the 
H»f»  A     .  ^^    °'  }^^'  *"  '"dividual  defendants  and  one  corporate 

noKontenTrt  7^X  T'^'^  '"<^  P-  ^"^^^^^^^  defendants  pTeaded 
irnuarv7  1947  ;if.t  ^eing  imposed  m  the  amount  of  $45,000.  On 
January  7, 1947,  the  two  remainmg  corporations  were  dismissed. 

'18.  United  States  v.  E.  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours  &  Co  Cr  I2fifi. 
Ind|ctnient  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  ActTeturaed  June  26  m2 
Ind  I'MnlvM  C?""  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  four  chemkal  corpork  ioS 
and  11  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  com 

tTeTuantiJv  produL^'d^f  ^^f.'"^  AcfDbJ^  fixing  prices  by^con'trolUng 
ThMn^f..^  produced,  and  the  methods  and  channels  of  distribution 

Jrke  2on«   rlSeTtV  •"'.'^^•"k^'^     '^H^"^  '^'  United  States  Into 

?harle  thfDrke^<"«ti     K^''i'*"''"i°"  ^""^  ^°^^^'^  '°  maintain  and 
cnarge  the  prices  established  for  each  zone,  and  allocated  amon?  them 

miT^l'"'  °'  '"'«"  r""''^'«  °^  -chromic  acid     On  Ocfober  5 
1942,  an  order  was  entered  postponing  the  case  for  the  duration  of 

5  mS  'tLel'"''""*  °^  the  War  and  Navy  Departments  oHury 
16,  mS,  the  four  corporate  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and 
were  fined  m  the  total  amount  of  $20,000  Nolle  prosequrwas  entered 
on  the  same  date  as  to  all  individual  defendants.   P'°^*'''"  "'^^  *"**'^«*^ 

^,J^\  ^i****^  ^'^^'^  '■•  '^•«=*°''  Chemical  Works,  Cr.  1267 :  Indict- 
ment under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  26  1942 

vidua'iPcWiSTci''-  "^^  '"'-^  «ga-«.fo«r  corporations  and  14  S?: 
rZ^f  Charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate 
commerce  in  the  production  and  sale  of  OXALIC  ACID     The  indict 
ment  charges  that  defendants  controlled  the  quantity  produced  and 

Sictw  Sdl^?'"'"''T'  ^^*^'"'?'''=^u  ''^^"*'<= '■  P"<=«^  r'efrained  from 
iSedfth™!^  .•'"'*°'"'"  °^  "J^"'  defendant  corporations,  and 
to  ourrh.il  .1?  ^*T/  "°*  *°  P*""*^""  and  sell  oxalic  acid  but  rather 
1942  ^n^^^  "'"=  ^'"^  ^f'  '"^'<=  f^"""  defendants.  On  October  5. 
Tr^^X'^^'  "^^^  *="i*=^/^**  postponing  the  trial  for  the  duration  of  the 

ms'  111  thr?nT  M^  '^^.^""V"^  ^^^y  Departments.  On  JulJ  le! 
iy4i,  all  the  individual  defendants  were  nolle  prossed  and  a  nolle 

tK'meXTh";'  °"  ^°""'  2  as  to  the  corpor'Ite  defenSantl "  On 
on  Co^nt  fc  w/^fi""  ^^'P^'t'^  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
on  Count  1  and  were  fined  in  the  total  amount  of  $15,000. 

Cr  ?l68.  ^"^H**!  ^***"  ''•  ^-  ^-  **"  P<*"*  <>»  Nemours  &  Company, 
Shirmf^Ai.  *  ''"^t'"  ^'I:?  '=°""'«  ""der  Sections  1  and  2  ofthe 
Sherman  Act  returned  June  26, 1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D  Ind  ) 

affdln  th^TT'>??Q.*'°"'x  ^'t'  ^°i*  commercial  producers  of  foT^ic 
ual2  char^yj",  '^•'"^'  **"■**  distributor  corporations  and  individ- 
merce  in  Folmr  "frf^^  'Vu^'r^L*?  ^""^  monopolize  interstate  corn- 
iced pnVe.^n^I^  ^^^-  ^5*  'ndictment  charges  that  defendants 
o?dt?^7h,.^  controlled  production  and  the  channels  and  methods 
request  ofth^w^"  ^T^^  ^'X^^'  '^^  '"'»•  ^^^  postponed  at  the 
war  On  Tufv  lY  I'oaN^'lK^r^  Departments  for  the  duration  of  the 
war.  un  July  16,  1945,  the  two  producing  corporations  entered  oleas 
of  nolo  contendere  on  Counts  1  and  2  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $15  000 
on  the  same  date  the  other  three  corporate  defendants  were  n^e 


prossed  on  Count  2,  pleaded  nolo  contendere  on  Count  1,  and  were 
fined  in  the  amount  of  $7,500,  and  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to 
all  individual  defendants  on  both  Counts. 

721.  United  States  v.  E.  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours  &  Co.,  Cr.  1269: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  26, 
1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  four  chemical  com- 
panies and  11  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  by  fixing  the  price  of  MURIATIC  ACID.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  entered  into  exchange  agreements,  purchased 
from  each  other  for  resale  to  others,  and  used  reciprocal  relations  and 
discriminations  as  a  means  of  controlling  sales.  On  October  5,  1942, 
an  order  was  entered  postponing  the  trial  at  the  request  of  the  War 
and  Navy  Departments,  for  the  duration  of  the  war.  On  July  16,  1945, 
the  four  corporate  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  fines  being 
imposed  in  the  total  amount  of  $20,000,  and  the  individual  defendants 
were  nolle  prossed. 

722.  United  States  v.  Mutual  Chemical  Co.  of  America,  Cr.  1270 : 

Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  26, 1942. 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  four  chemical  companies 
and  ten  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  com- 
merce by  fixing  and  stabilizing  the  prices  for  the  sale  of  BICHRO- 
MATES of  SODA  and  POTASH.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  agreed  to  control  the  quantity,  distribution  and  prices  of  these 
products,  entered  into  agreements  with  leading  foreign  producers 
whereby  they  refrained  from  exporting  into  the  United  States,  and 
established  fixed  quotas  to  be  exported  to  foreign  countries.  On 
October  5,  1942,  the  trial  was  postponed  for  the  duration  of  the  war, 
at  the  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments.  On  July  16,  1945, 
the  four  corporate  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  being  fined  in 
the  total  amount  of  $20,000,  and  the  ten  individual  defendants  were 
nolle  prossed. 

723.  United  States  v.  Washington  Wholesale  Grocers  Ass'n, 
Civil  538:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
July  1, 1942,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  a  trade  associ- 
ation of  wholesale  grocery  corporations,  ten  member  corporations  and 
12  individuals  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  the  price  of  GROCERY 
PRODUCTS  shipped  into  the  State  of  Washington  and  the  territory 
of  Alaska.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  maintained  uniform 
mark-ups,  circulated  price  lists  and  false  rumors  concerning  the  avail- 
ability of  groceries  and  the  credit  of  competitors,  coerced  manufac- 
turers and  distributors  into  refusing  to  sell  to  other  jobbers,  and  fixed 
channels  of  distribution.  On  August  10,  1942,  a  consent  decree  was 
entered  which  enjoined  the  practices  alleged  and  provided  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  trade  association.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52.837).    (See  No.  587.) 

.  724.  United  States  v.  Vehicular  Parking  Ltd.,  Civil  259:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  3,  1942, 
\  I^istrict  Court  (Del.)  against  seven  corporations,  10  of  their 
otticers,  and  two  individuals  doing  business  as  a  partnership,  charging 
them  with  conspiring  to  fix  prices  of  PARKING  METERS   and 
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PARTS  and  to  monopolize  their  sale  and  distribution.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  Vehicular,  a  patent-holding  corporation,  acquired  patents 
of  dubious  validity  and,  by  entering  into  license  agreements  with  the 
other  defendants  and  by  threatening  unlicensed  manufacturers  with 
patent  infringement  suits,  controlled  prices  and  terms  and  conditions 
of  sale  of  parking  meters  and  parts.  On  December  3,  1943,  defendants' 
motion  for  summary  judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the  issue  had 
become  moot  was  denied  (52  F.  Supp.  749)  and  the  court  overruled 
defendants'  objections  to  the  admissibility  of  various  Government 
exhibits  (52  F.  Supp.  751).  After  trial  of  the  case  the  court  on  March 
28,  1944,  held  that  the  Government  had  sustained  its  charges  of  viola- 
tion of  the  Sherman  Act  and  that  the  Government  was  entitled  to  a 
decree  giving  comprehensive  relief  (54  F.  Supp.  828,  CCH  1944-1945 
Trade  Cases  H  57,226).  On  July  18,  1944,  the  court  entered  a  decree 
which  enjoined  defendants  from  instituting  or  threatening  to  institute 
suits  for  patent  infringement  or  to  collect  royalties  under  the  patents 
improperly  used  in  carrying  out  defendants*  conspiracy,  and  enjoined 
defendants  from  instituting  or  threatening  to  institute  infringement 
suits  under  new  patents  against  users  or  purchasers  of  parking  meters 
unless  infringement  had  been  previously  established  against  the  manu- 

i^^i^^SI  ^^  ^^^^^^  (s^^  ^^  ^'  Supp.  297,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases 
1157,277). 

On  motion  of  certain  defendants  for  a  modification  of  the  final 
decree,  the  court  on  August  8, 1945,  held  that  it  had  no  power  to  require 
royalty-free  licensing  of  patents  which  had  been  used  as  a  device  to 
violate  the  antitrust  laws  and  the  court  struck  from  the  decree  a  pro- 
vision reserving  this  question  for  later  determination ;  but  the  court 
held  that  there  should  be  added  to  the  decree  a  requirement  for  com- 
pulsory licensing  of  such  patents  on  just  and  reasonable  terms,  with 
the  court  retaining  jurisdiction  to  determine  such  terms;  and  the  court 
further  held  that  the  prior  injunctive  provisions  of  the  decree  against 
suits  for  infringement  or  royalties  should  not  be  modified  until  the 
defendants  show  that  they  have  dissipated  the  effects  of  their  prior 
ir^c^-f^L."^^  °^  patents  (61  F.  Supp.  656,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases 
^  57,404).  On  May  6,  1946,  the  court  amended  the  final  judgment  of 
July,  1944,  as  to  two  provisions  upon  which  it  has  reserved  decision 
pending  the  outcome  of  the  Hartford  Empire  case  (See  No.  469).  The 
court  directed  defendants  to  issue  to  any  applicant  an  absolutely  unre- 
stricted license  under  patents  which  had  been  pooled,  but  permitted 
defendants  to  charge,  after  the  date  of  entry  of  the  order,  a  reasonable 
royalty  for  such  licenses.  It  also  enjoined  defendants  from  instituting 
suits  for  past  patent  infringement  or  past  royalties  due,  and  from 
disclosing  to  stockholders  information  concerning  parking  meters 
emanating  from  present  or  prospective  purchasers  of  parking  meters 
unless  it  disclosed  such  information  to  all  other  manufacturers. 

On  December  18,  1946,  Magee-Hale  Park-O-Meter  Co.  filed  a 
petition  for  leave  to  intervene  and  motion  for  interpretation  and  modifi- 
cation of  the  judgment  of  July  1944.  This  motion  was  granted  on 
July  23,  1947.  On  September  5,  1947,  Magee-Hale,  intervenor,  filed 
motions  to  dismiss  defendant's  counterclaim,  for  summary  judgment 
declaring  patents  invalid,  to  dismiss  the  alternative  counterclaim,  to  specify 
patent  claims  and  for  an  order  requiring  Vehicular  and  Dual  to  file  bond 


to  insure  payment  to  Magee-Hale  resulting  from  defendants'  miscon- 
duct. These  motions  were  denied  on  October  29,  1947.  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 1[  62,207.) 

On  July  22,  1948,  a  memorandum  opinion  was  rendered  denying 
in  part  intervenor's  efforts  to  fix  a  reasonable  royalty  for  a  license 
from  VehicuUr. 

725.  United  States  v.  General  Tire  and  Rubber  Co.,  Civil  21329: 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  10,  1942, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.,  Ohio)  alleging  that  defendant  corpora- 
tion, in  granting  licenses  to  retail  TIRE  dealers  giving  them  the  right 
to  use  certain  patented  devices  and  machines  in  the  retreading  of  tires, 
tied  certain  unpatented  raw  material  to  the  use  of  the  patented  equip- 
ment, and  thereby  restrained  competition  in  such  unpatented  material. 
On  January  17,  1944,  the  court  granted  Government's  motion  for  sum- 
mary judgment,  holding  that  defendant's  attempt  to  require  its  licensees 
to  use  in  its  patented  machines  and  unpatented  material  produced  by 
defendant  violates  the  antitrust  laws.  A  final  decree  was  entered 
March  21,  1944,  declaring  the  tying  clause  illegal  and  enjoining  defend- 
ant from  enforcing  it  or  any  like  agreement.  Further  relief  was  granted 
March  6,  1945,  providing  that  defendant  advise  its  licensees  of  their 
rights  under  the  decree  of  March  21,  1944. 

726.  United  States  v.  American  Federation  of  Muscians,  Civil 
4541 :  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  3, 
1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  defendant  labor 
union  and  nine  of  its  officers  alleging  violation  of  the  antitrust  laws 
because  of  the  union's  refusal  to  permit  its  members  to  make  PHONO- 
GRAPH RECORDS  and  ELECTRICAL  TRANSCRIPTIONS  for 
use  by  radio  stations,  juke  box  operators  or  in  the  home,  and  through 
the  union's  requirement  that  radio  networks  boycott  affiliated  stations 
which  refuse  to  meet  the  union's  demands  for  the  hiring  of  unneces- 
sary "stand  by"  musicians.  On  the  Government's  motion  for  a  pre- 
Hminary  injunction  and  defendants'  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint, 
the  court  dismissed  the  complaint,  holding  that  the  activities  of  the 
musicians'  union  involved  a  "labor  dispute"  concerning  "terms  or  con- 
ditions of  employment"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Norris-LaGuardia 
Act  and  that  the  court  was  therefore  without  power  to  enjoin  such 
activities  (47  F.  Supp.  304).  On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  the 
judgment  of  the  District  Court  was  affirmed  per  curiam  on  February 
15, 1943  (318  U.  S.  741, 63  S.  Ct.  665).    (See  No.  749.) 

727.  United  States  v.  Rohm  &  Haas  Co.,  Inc.,  Or.  877-c:  Indict- 
ment in  three  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  on  August  10,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  against 
I^hm  &  Haas  Co.,  Inc.,  and  du  Pont,  three  dental  supply  houses,  and 
12  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  suppress  competition  and  to 
monopolize  the  sale  and  distribution  of  METHYL  METHACRY- 
LATE  (a  plastic  material  used  in  approximately  90%  of  all  denture 
plates)  by  maintaining  fixed  and  arbitrary  prices  on  methyl  methacry- 
late  molding  powders  and  by  introducing  elements  into  methyl  metha- 
crylate  commercial  molding  powders  which  rendered  them  useless  for 
dental  purposes.  At  the  request  of  the  War  Department  the  trial  of 
the  case  was  postponed  indefinitely  for  the  duration  of  the  War  and 
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t^A^X^\  ^^1^'  ^^^.  5n<>!'=t'n«=nt  was  quashed  as  to  Rohm  &  Haas 
and  du  Pont  and  certain  individuals.  On  October  1  1946  thT  case  w« 
dismissed  as  to  all  remaining  defendants.  (See  No.  7280* 

T„^:Z.^*'  y"'*'t^  ^^^^  ^-  ^-  ^-  <^»  Pont  de  Nemours  &  Co..  Cr  878-C  • 
I-t1    *"!f"i  '"  ^^'^^^^onnts.  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  The  Sherman  Act 

of  wfrld  markets  A  thir""'  r"t",^t.on  of  production,  and  division 
anH  T^f  »t  •  J-  '  *"^  beginning:  of  trial  on  May  14,  1945.  counts  2 
and  3  of  the  indictment  were  dismissed  and  on   June  20    IWS    fhf 

(S7e  No"7270  °'  "°'  ^"^^  '""  '=°""'  las^ralf "deSnt 

729     United  States  v.  Climax  Molybdenum  Co     Civil  10.ii2- 

Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Au«i^l9   1942 

L  nr^' •*"?' A^''"^  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  five  corJorS which  are 

the  principal  Amencan  producers  and  distributors  of  molybdenum 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  conspired  witT^nvertoTs 

CONrENTRATEs'r^H""''T?  T^'J.iV''*^  P"«  "^  MOLYBDENITE 
ij.      •      "^^^^  ("^^'^  ^s  ALLOYS  for  iron  and  steeH   to  divide 

defendants  frorn-^^^d"  '"'""**  °,".  ^"^^*  ^1.  1942.  which  wjdns 
?rrH  T^l!/  P  f'y.'d'nf  up  world  markets  and  fixing  resale  prices 
(CCH  Trorff  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  )f  52.835). 

n«fwl*!;»  y"!i*^-,^c?n";^-  Washington  Wholesale  Tobacco  and  Candy 
med  A„eust'24*^'l42°/  Co'nplaint  under  Section  1  of  the  ShermanTc^ 
niea  August  -^4,  1942,  in  the  Distnct  Court  (W  D  Wash  'i  acraJncf  on 
association  of  tobacco  wholesalers,  an  associadon  ofiSo^et"  lers 

ratTon'Tan^^lInd-:^/",'^  "](°''?'"^  P""  quotations.  11  other  cof^' 
rations  and  Zl  individuals,  al  eginer  a  consoiracv  in  r^cfr-i;*,*  ^f  :««.^^ 

state  commerce  in  JOBACCcf  A^ND  To'Br(?CO  PRODU^^^^ 
fixing  wholesale  and  retail  prices.     The  complaint  alleges  that  the 
aZ^'T^  7?  effectuated  by  persuading  manufacturer!  not  to  sell 

cut  pr  ces  bv  Threi^t^'^'r  *'  ?!■  t>«y<=o«s  ^ercing  wholesafers  not  to 
cut  prices  by  threats  of  cutting  oflf  the  r  sources  of  suddIv    and 

rrIrce:'Act"'onV'°n'":^;  ".Z^  ^""^^^  -^"  '^^  S  {jnLi? 
rractices  Act.     On  August  24.  1942,  a  consent  decree  was  entered 

thTcZVation'' w^hVhP^'^'T  '"/  P^'^'"^  ^-  the  dirsoludon  of 
7vL?p  /  ,•  z?"^''  '^^^^'^  ^"'^  enforced  price  quotations  (CCH 
rrorfe  /?^<7«/a/,on  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  iri2,846)      (See  No.  6070 

731.  United  States  v.  Associated  Press  Civil  lo  i«o.  r^  i  •  ^ 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  SherS  A^Tin^Jllc^UI  of^heSy 
^t^i:?.^'.^^^'^''''  A^g}"!*  28,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (S  D  N  Y^ 
against  the  Associated  Press,  18  member  newspaper  owners  and  the 
18  members  of  its  board  of  directors.  All  the  membeTs  o?'aP  who 
were  not  named  as  defendants  were  sued  as  a  c^«  tI-  ^^  y^P° 
alleges  that  certain  provisions  oTthe  AP  by-laws  haveT^d  t^^ff '" 
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among  the  members,  and  their  agreement  to  furnish  their  local  news 
exclusively  to  AP,  are  in  illegal  restraint  of  interstate  commerce.  AP's 
acquisition  of  all  the  stock  of  a  corporation  conducting  a  news-picture 
service  was  also  alleged  to  be  in  violation  of  Section  7  of  the  Clayton 
Act.  A  certificate  invoking  a  three-judge  court  was  filed  under  the 
Expediting  Act  on  January  7,  1943.  After  both  the  Government  and 
the  defendants  had  filed  interrogatories  and  requests  for  admission  and 
after  answers  thereto  had  been  filed,  the  Government  moved  for  sum- 
mary judgment  upon  the  ground  that  the  pleadings  and  documents 
before  the  court,  including  the  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  the  motion, 
established  that  there  was  no  genuine  issue  as  to  any  material  fact 
and  that,  on  the  undisputed  facts,  the  Government  was  entitled  to  the 
relief  which  it  sought.  The  defendants  thereupon  filed  numerous  op- 
posing affidavits. 

On  October  6,  1943,  the  court  held  that  all  issues  in  the  case  could 
be  determined  on  the  undisputed  facts  so  that  final  judgment  could  be 
entered  upon  the  motion  for  summary  judgment;  that  the  by-laws 
of  AP  relating  to  admission  to  membership  were  illegal  restraint  of 
trade ;  that  as  long  as  these  restraints  continued,  the  requirement  that 
members  furnish  their  local  news  exclusively  to  AP  and  the  provisions 
of  a  contract  with  Canadian  Press  which  gave  AP  exclusive  right  in 
this  country  to  the  news  reports  of  that  agency  illegally  restrained 
trade;  and  that  AP's  acquisition  of  the  stock  of  a  corporation  furnish- 
ing pictures  to  newspapers  did  not  violate  Section  7  of  the  Clayton 
Act  (52  F.  Supp.  362).  The  judgment  entered  on  January  13,  1944, 
prohibited  AP  from  excluding  any  newspaper  from  membership  by 
reason  of  its  competition  with  a  member  paper.  The  judgment  also 
gave  effect  to  the  other  rulings  of  the  court. 

The  Supreme  Court  on  June  18,  1945,  affirmed  the  Distnct  Court's 
judgment  (326  U.  S.  1,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  1[  57,384).  The 
court  held  that  the  AP  members,  constituting  independent  business 
enterprises,  had  joined  in  a  common  plan  to  secure  a  competitive  advan- 
tage for  themselves  by  barring  non-members  from  news  collected  by 
AP  or  by  its  individual  members  and  that  a  restraint  of  this  kind, 
aimed  at  the  destruction  of  competition,  is  condemned  by  the  Sherman 
Act.  AP's  petition  for  rehearing  was  denied  October  8,  1945  (326 
U.  S.  802). 

On  November  28,  1945,  AP  amended  its  by-laws  so  as  to  bring 
them  into  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the  District  Court's 
judgment.  On  January  25,  1946,  that  court,  with  the  government's 
consent,  entered  an  order  staying  all  outstanding  injunctive  provisions 
of  the  judgment  for  so  long  as  the  by-laws  of  AP,  as  amended  in 
November  1945,  remain  in  effect. 

732.  United  States  v.  Halibut  Liver  Oil  Producers,  Cr.  45796: 
Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  August  28,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against 
two  trade  associations,  a  labor  union,  and  17  individuals  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  and  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  by  arti- 
ficially restricting  and  channelizing  the  sale,  processing  and  distribu- 
tion of  FISH  LIVERS,  FISH  VISCERA  AND  VITAMIN  OIL.  The 
indictment  was  dismissed  on  March  27, 1944,  after  a  superseding  indict- 
ment had  been  returned  in  Case  No.  762. 
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Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52.844)  '""'*"  ^^^^ 

unde?Sectk.n1^of  th^sL  ^"^"r  *  *^*'-  '"^-  ^'-  ^^^^    Indictment 
Tn  the  District  Court  rsnTn^^"'**"™'**  °"  September  10,  1942, 

chas^r.'^f^ll'^relgk^.JSi 

735.    United  States  v.  Schmidt  Lithograph  Co.    Civil  2424  BH- 

ratjons  and  31  of  their  officers  or  a^entfaSST^^^^^^^^^^^ 
mTrce"in^H.w.--"'^      '^  'monopolize  interstate%ommerce^n^^^^^^^ 

i^r^^^^V  .^^V,^UCTS  sold  and  distributed  in  Western  territnrv 
The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  fixed  prices  bv  DuWishin^^7H 

wfr^^iP"'"  ^'T  '^^^"^^  '^'  instnamentaHt;  of  th^G  aph^^^^^^^ 
Inst  tute,  eliminated  competition  among  Institute  members  hvarl 
porting  system  which  compelled  each  member  to  q^otTSesLr^^^^^^ 
ZJ"'  ^"^^^^^^""V"ated  against  non-members  by  pTe^to^ry  price^^^^^^^^^ 
ting.    On  September  14,  1942,  a  consent  decree  waLnterKainst  a  I 
?Cra  Sr^^  corporation  and  one  individua  IwL^f^^^^ 

(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports^  Supp.  1941-1943,  If  52,851).    (See  No 

Sectio^n'l  oY?h;^1;h'^''*  ^^'^^'  ^"^  ?^-'  ^''  ^^^^-  Indictment  under 
tilct  Court  /nh^t^  Act  returned  on  October  2,  1942,  in  the  Dis- 
tnct  Court  (N.  D.  Tex.)  against  two  packing  companies  and  four  of 
heir  officers  or  employees  charging  a  conspiracy  in^esSt  of  trade 
n  HOGS  shipped  to  the  Fort  Worth  livestock  market  by  producers 
m  Texas  and  other  states.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants 
apportioned  between  them  in  accordance  with  agrfed  percenfaees  the 

marker  'Vt^^Ld^tr"'^^^^^^^  ^•'^"i^'^  theWCr^hSSk 
Na  737 )  indictment  was  dismissed  on  March  26,  1948.     (See 

Sectt?J'l  nVl*'' Qu  ^^^""^  V.  Armour  &  Co..  Cr.  7891 :  Indictment  under 
trk   Court    n'^^^^^^  '  '''"""'^  °"  ^"'^^^^  2'  ^^^2,  in  the  Dis- 

of  thS  li^n^o?.  J^^     T^"''  T  "'.""'  P^^^^"^  companies  and  three 
SterstaL  t3.^rc:HFF^  '^/'^^"^  ^  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 

mterstate  trade  in  SHEEP  shipped  to  the  Fort  Worth  livestock  market 
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by  producers  in  Texas  and  other  states.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  apportioned  between  them  in  accordance  with  agreed  per- 
centages the  number  of  sheep  to  be  purchased  by  them  on  the  Fort 
Worth  livestock  market.  On  December  22,  1943,  the  court  over- 
ruled defendants'  demurrers  and  motions  to  quash.  The  indictment 
was  dismissed  on  March  26,  1948.    (See  No.  736.) 

738.  United  States  v.  Bemis  Bro.  Bag  Co.,  Cr.  9690 :  Indictment 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  October  8,  1942,  in  the 
District  Court  (Colo.)  against  five  corporations  and  nine  individuals 
alleging  price  fixing  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  OPEN  MESH 
BAGS.  The  indictment  charges  defendants  with  maintaining  an  arti- 
ficial price  structure  by  dividing  the  country  into  non-competitive  sales 
zones  in  which  certain  price  agreements  were  enforced  and  by  forcing 
buyers  to  observe  pre-arranged  schedules  of  re-sale  prices.  May  17, 
1943,  the  case  was  postponed  indefinitely  for  the  duration  of  the  war 
on  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments.  On  April  10,  1946, 
the  five  corporate  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined 
$18,000.   The  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  the  individual  defendants. 

739.  United  States  v.  Produce  Exchange  of  Los  Angeles,  Civil 
2539- Y:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  on 
November  2,  1942,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  two 
trade  associations,  12  corporations  and  26  individuals  charging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  EGGS.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  to  be  paid  by  "dealers" 
and  prices  to  be  charged  by  "dealers"  for  eggs  sold  to  retailers  in  the 
Los  Angeles  market,  and  that  the  conspiracy  was  effectuated  by  estab- 
lishing arbitrary  standards  for  computing  prices,  purchasing  surplus 
eggs  to  keep  them  off  the  market,  and  adopting  a  system  of  present 
and  future  price  reporting.  On  November  2,  1942,  a  consent  decree 
was  entered  which  enjoined  the  alleged  unlawful  practices  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  ^  52,876) .    (See  Nos.  631  and  632.) 

740.  United  States  v.  Seattle  Fish  Exchange,  Inc.,  Civil  612: 
yomplaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  10  1942 
m  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  the  Seattle  Fish  Ex- 
cnange,  9  corporations,  and  11  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  trade  in  FRESH  FISH.  The  complaint  alleges 
inat  defendants  combined  to  depress  and  fix  prices  paid  by  defendants 
to  hshermen,  to  exclude  non-members  from  trading  privileges  to 
curtail  and  allot  the  channels  of  distribution  and  to  fix  uniform  prices 
terms  and  conditions  of  sale  for  fish  sold  by  defendants  throughout 

he  United  States.  On  November  10,  1942,  a  consent  decree  was  en- 
icrea  enjoining  the  practices  alleged  and  opening  up  the  Seattle  Fish 
^xcftange  to  general  membership  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Retorts 
Supp.  1941-1943, 1[  52,887).  (See  Nos.  605  and  640).      ^  ^       ' 

i,n^  ^^c  V^^^  States  V.  Aqua  System,  Inc.,  Civil  19-516 :  Complaint 
unaer  bections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  10  1942 
inH-  ^  1^""^^  ^"^"""^  (^-  ^-  ^-  "^-^  a&ainst  two  corporations  and  seven 
nrmli*-  .  ^^^^^^^  ^  Conspiracy  to  restrain  and  an  attempt  to  mo- 
rfV^^.l^^^^^^^^^  ^^^^s  ^°  ^^^  ^™y  and  Navy  of  HYDRAULIC 
GASOLINE   STORAGE   SYSTEMS    for   aircraft.    The   complaint 
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alleges  that  defendants  exacted  unreasonable  prices  and  eliminat-^t 
competit.on  through  the  acquisition  and  misuse  of  patents  eTcS 
hcensmg  agreements  between  defendants  and  refusal  toSse  other, 

royaltv-free  Ucen',';,°^  h""'"  P^'«="t«  ^nd  the  grant  of  unritrrcted 
r^^S^m   ^^  A  ^  V^^^  ^^^^^  ^^g^latton  Reports,  Supp   1941-194^ 

vemDer  lb,  1942,  m  the  District  Court  (S  D  Calif  ^  ao-omct  fh-Jl  /^ 
son  engaged  in  reshipping  fruits  to  other  markets    collected  (^X  ^t 

743.    United  States  v.  Bendix  Aviation  Corn.  Civil  2531-    r«m 
^f  "ff  "A"'';«Pi*'°\\  °^  *''«=  Sherman  Act  and  SeTt  onTs  of  thVvvSon 

,-;i      ^'  *"«  J"^'  yas  adjourned  for  the  duration  of  the  war  but  wai 

th? Al!en°  Prioe'rt"  r  ".'^"'"  ^""""^  2, 1945.  On  Februir;  1  t^l^ 
the  Alien  Property  Custodian  mtervened  as  a  party  plaintiff  and  the 
acfon  was  d.sm.ssed  as  to  two  defendants.  On  Fe'brut^  13  "4  a 
consent  decree  was  entered  enjoining  defendant  from  pZforinine^o? 
rev.v.„g  restrictive  cartel  agreements  with  foreign  ma^u^c  ur™s  f?om 
bringing  or  prosecuting  any  suit  for  patent  infringement  occurring 
prior  to  date  of  judgment,  and  from  suing  the  Alien  P?oDer?vCusti 
dian  on  account  of  any  claims  against  named  foreign  manufacturers- 
transferring  title  to  136  patents  to  the  Alien  Properly  Custodian  who 
should  grant  royalty  free  licenses  thereunder;  and  requiring-  defe^dlnt 
corporation  to  issue  licenses  at  reasonable  royalties  unde?  144  adcU 
tional  patents  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^  57,444) 

i«o  I^'  r^I^*^  ^***^  ^-  South-Eastem  Underwriters  Aas'n  Cr 
169-20:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  thtShl^mtnArtrl 
turned  November  20.  1942.  in  the  District  Court  (N  D  G^rchar^ng 
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defendant  Association,  27  of  its  officers,  and  198  member  capital  stock 
fire  insurance  companies  with  conspiring  to  fix  arbitrary  and  noncom- 
petitive premium  rates  on  FIRE  INSURANCE  sold  by  them  in  the 
southeastern  states  and  with  conspiring  to  monopolize  interstate  com- 
merce incident  to  the  fire  insurance  business  in  that  area.  An  order  of 
nolle  prosequi  was  entered  January  28,  1943,  as  to  three  defendants. 
Un  August  5,  1943,  the  court  sustained  demurrers  to  the  indictment 
upon  the  ground  that  the  business  of  fire  insurance  was  not  trade  or 
commerce  within  the  purview  of  the  Sherman  Act  (51  F.  Supp.  712). 
On  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court  on  June  5,  1944,  reversed  the  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  and  held  that  a  fire  insurance  company  which 
conducts  a  substantial  part  of  its  business  transactions  across  state 
hnes  IS  engaged  m  interstate  commerce  and  that  Congress  did  not  in- 

^A.  r^Vr^'^S^  rS!"!^^.!^'^^  ^'''^'"  ^^^  general  prohibitions  of  the  Sherman 
Act  (322  U.  S.  533^  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  ^  57,253).  The  Court 
denied  rehearing  October  9,  1944  (323  U.  S.  811).  Following  passage 
of  the  Act  of  March  9,  1945  (15  U.  S.  C  1011-1015),  giving  insurance 
^TrJ'.o"'!^  ^  qualified  exemption  from  the  Sherman  Act  until  January 
1, 1945,  the  case  was  nolle  prossed  on  June  25,  1945. 

745.  United  States  v.  Tannin  Corporation,  Cr.  113-260:  Indict- 
ment under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73  of 
the  Wilson  Tarifif  Act  returned  November  24,  1942,  in  the  District 
Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  five  American  corporations,  one  Canadian 
and  one  English  company,  and  several  officers  of  defendant  corpora- 
tions with  participation  in  an  international  cartel  to  fix  prices  and 
restrain  the  importation  of  QUEBRACHO.  The  indictment  charges 
that  certain  quebracho  distributors  combined  to  fix  excessive  prices 
for  the  product  throughout  the  world,  to  restrain  the  shipment  of  que- 
Dracho  by  dividing  world  markets  among  themselves  through  use  of 
a  quota  system,  and  to  monopolize  the  importation  of  quebracho  into 
the  United  States.     On  January  12,  1943,  three  defendants  pleaded 

5?  lo??^^"^^''^  ^"^  ^^""^  ^"^^  ^"  *^«  amount  of  $22,002.  On  February 
^^  1943,  at  the  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments,  the  case 
was  postponed  for  the  duration  of  the  war.  On  April  19  1943  four 
$?7mi  *^/^?^^t^  "^^^  contendere  and  were  fined  in  the  amount  of 
^^/.UUl,  and  the  English  and  Canadian  companies  were  nolle  prossed 
Because  of  inability  to  procure  service  on  them.  An  order  of  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  remaining  defendants  August  24,  1943. 

746.  United  States  v.  New  York  Great  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Tea 
rTf^Vu  cl  10512:  Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2 
oi  the  bherman  Act  returned  on  November  25,  1942,  in  the  District 
^ourt  (N.  D.  Tex.)  against  defendant  corporation,  12  of  its  sub- 
siaiaries,  and  17  officers  and  directors  of  these  companies,  charging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  the  sale 
and  distribution  of  FOOD  AND  FOOD  PRODUCTS  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  the  defendants,  by  virtue  of  their  dominant  position, 
«-e  able  to  control  policies  and- practices  in  the  production,  processing 
manufacture  and  distribution,  both  wholesale  and  retail,  of  food 
ll^^^T  \^^^^&^^"t  the  United  States;  that  competition  was  de- 
dI2.  .'"  '^  ^^^^^  ^y  P""^^  ^^^^'  price-fixing  conspiracies,  coercing 
dealers  to  give  secret  rebates,  and  fostering  false  comparisons  of  de- 


292 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


fendants'  prices  with  those  of  competitors.    On  Februarv  3   194^  fh. 

oTapo^^fT^^^^^^  '\'\'  indictmenrandtot^7ns\o^^^^^^^^^ 

Un  appeal  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  on  Tulv  30  194^  r^^rlr^^A^u- 

Novembers  1943  n^n  I  4^7  lr^"P''^'"^  '^°"'"*  ^^"'«d  certiorari 
it  orrreabsUmfafse^i^nSthe^ct^^^^^^^ 

F:b^rr;^2?i^'^'=:;,?^  Governme„\„^X?;S:3  S  L^enT  i 

subsUndaHv  iH^fti.,^^    ?  '''*'  '^""^  .^^^  ^^"'^  »  "'■"'"^1  information. 
suDstant:ally  identical  in  form  and  substance,  in  another  district  (Case 

need  nnfh?  '^.'^  ^'  ^^'  ^^^  C°««  "-"'ed  that  judicial  approval 

r57ir8).        ^'""  *°  ^  "°"^  P'°'"^"'  (CCH  1944-1945  TraTcZcs 

747.     United  States  v.  General  Electric  Co  ♦  Civil  ^qon.    r 

of  indeoendenf  Hn^  T^'  ^"^i^-nP  P^^s,  and  have  stifled  the  growth 
or  inaependent  domestic  manufacturers.   It  was  also  allcp^ed  tLt  H. 

ird'Ce\TeedTrnuV"  ^T*^  relating  ttfluSeVttmt" 
advertU?  f tfl!  1  ?"^''f  ,"*''"y  companies  not  to  promote  or 

f^l  .     A  .'u  "*  '^"P^ '  ^'•^t  defendant  manufacturers  have  been  able 

assoSS'andTh°'  T^  ^^^^  •"**"^*^  ^^  ''^^'"^  '^1  defendant  traJ 
Tk!?  J  f     J  laboratory  approve  on  y  certain  types  of  fixtures-, 

Ssthatlhf  fn'""""^"*=*"^r^  ""^'"^  *'th  manufaTurer    of  neon" 
Lid  and  that  /heTt■■t7°"'^'/'^•,?'  "^'^  ">*=  •"<1°°'-  °'  illumination 
display  field  "''  "'°"'**  '""  ""^^  '"  *''«^  ''"'^oor  or  sign  and 

On  January  21, 1943,  an  amended  complaint  was  filed  addinc-  other 

XThad  been'd"*'  fV"  ^'''I^'''^  ^'  ^^''  the  testinglaEorJ 
wnicn  had  been  dissolved,  was  dism  ssed.   On  Mav  29   194-?   at  fho 

SumiHunhV/n"'  ""T  ^'^P-^Pl-*^.  trial Se  caie  wks'po't! 
C  production  o',&'''"u*^'':g5;^°«'<l  "°t  interfere  with  defendants' 
Sn?  Glas,  Wnrt     '^  ^'  ^-^'-^  '=°"??"*  <^'"«  ^^^  «"tered  against 

preset  tSfnts.nr/"'*'"'""^  **  ^"^  1*""^*  ^^^^'t^  f^ee  under  its 
present  patents;  to  license  at  reasonab  e  royalties  under  all  future 

patents  applied  for  before  January  1950;  to  grant  rovaltv  free  ^m- 

munit.es  under  foreign  patents  coTresponding^to  its  p^ese^t  n/t^ : 
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v«n.??.^'"*^  ^^'^*<^  Co.  V.  Hygrade  Syl- 
intpiii;'''*?-  •  J.**®  Government's  motion  to 
intervene  In  this  patent  Infringement  suit 

JS;»r'  *      ^•)  ^*"  denied  on  May  29.  1942 
vrtthout   prejudice   to   its   renewal   In   the 
event  that  the  defendant  did  not  present 
evidence  on  the  Issues  which  the  United 
States  sought  to  raise  based  on  the  plaln- 

of  f h)!t««.*^  ?*.^*"^  *"  *^*^«^^  violation 
of  the  antitrust   laws   (45  F.   Supp.    714) 

The  defendant  did  not  pre^nt  sudi  evJ: 


dence  and  the  court  on  March  30  1944. 
decided  the  issues  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 
Dut  stated  that  the  Government  would  be 
given  opportunity  to  renew  Its  motion  to 
l^  ^'^^^l  before  the  court  entered  a  decree 
(61  F.  Supp.  476).  Motions  by  the  de- 
fendant for  addUlonal  findings  and  condu- 
«ons.  based  upon  proposed  amendments  to 
Its  answer,  were  denied  by  the  court  on 
cJV^/  and  December  22,  1944  (61  F.  Supp. 
531;  61  F.  Supp.  539). 


to  furnish  at  a  nominal  charge  technical  information  on  glass  formulae 
in  commercial  practice  or  operation  on  the  date  of  judgment.  In  addi- 
tion, C()rning  was  enjoined  from  fixing  prices,  dividing  the  market 
preventing  imports  or  export,  excluding  others  from  the  market  by 
threats  of  patent  infringement,  and  from  acquiring  stock  or  assets  of 
any  domestic  company  except  after  affirmative  showing  to  the  court 

infv  'l?^lT'^'^Tr.'''.'^l"'^^  ^^"^  t^  lessen  competition  (CCH  1946- 
194/  Trade  Cases  ^  57,448). 

748.  UnitedStatesv.  Procter  &  Gamble  Co.,  Or.  1185-C:  Infor- 
mation  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December  17.  1942 
in  the  District  Court  (N  J.)  against  three  corporations  and  the  president 
ppnnr?^^? "Ps"^^  u""^^"^^  with  fixing  prices  on  SOAP  AND  SOAP 
l^KUUUCrb  On  the  same  date  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
and  fines  totalling  $60,000  were  imposed. 

Af^J^^A    ^!^^f^^  St^*^  V-  American  Federation  of  Musicians,  Civil 

97  lo^o^^^P  Z"*^"'^^''  ^^'^^^^'^  ^  °^  t^^  Sherman  Act  filed  December 
24,  1942  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  defendant  labor 
union  and  nine  of  the  officers  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inter- 

Tvlj^^r^^^^.AlJ^?^?^^^^^  RECORDS,  ELECTRICAL 
TRANSCRIPTIONS  and  RADIO  BROADCASTING.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  the  defendants  refused  to  permit  the  union  members  to 
make  phonograph  records  and  electrical  transcriptions  for  use  by  radio 
stations,  juke  box  operators  or  in  the  home;  that  defendants  required 
that  radi(>  networks  boycott  affiliated  stations  which  refused  to  meet 
the  union  s  demands  for  the  firing  of  unnecessary  "standby"  musicians : 
and  that  defendants  attempted  to  eliminate  from  the  air  independent 
rartio  stations  which  depend  on  records  and  transcriptions  for  their 
musical  requirements.  On  motion  of  the  United  States,  the  case  was 
dismissed  on  April  28,  1943.    (See  No.  726.) 

750.  United  States  v.  American  Bosch  Corp.,  Civil  20-164:  Com- 
plaint ""^<^':  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73  of  the 
r^  n  M^^'^  A^^  ^1^^  December  29,  1942,  in  the  District  Court 
ihTA  r  \'^  ^8^»nst  defendant  corporation  and  its  president  charging 
to  i  .  •  .  "^^  ^""^  ''^'*^^^"  ^^  conspirator  foreign  companies  conspired. 
vAiu^^^T.'^^^''^^^^^  ^"^  ^^""^^Srn  commerce  in  FUEL  INJECTION 
ELFr^Tpfr^AT'  ^}^?^^^  MAGNETOS  AND  AUTOMOTIVE 
to  evc^™^^^^  EQUIPMENT  by  agreeing  to  divide  sales  territory, 
10  exchange  patent  licenses,  to  purchase  certain  products  from  each 
anH  f '  "?•  ^  ^^^^^^<^}^re  products  in  competition  with  each  other, 
Sembl^^^'L9"  ""L^'u  ^^"^Pf  it^^^  A  consent  decree  was  entered 
anf  n^  .'  ^^^^'  ^^'^^  ^^""^^^^  various  agreements;  directs  defend- 

P^oducT.^'wf/i?"  r  ^^"'  unrestricted  licenses  as  to  certain  patented 
Ire^T  ^^^°"^/"y  conditions  except  that,  after  the  end  of  the  war, 
eniofn^^^  . ^  ^^"^  non-discriminatory  royalty  may  be  charged;  and 
eShef  ""^f '  corporation  from  carrying  out  any  agrefment  to 
with  th.     ^^"'^"I"'  ?  ^'^'^^^^  ^^^  P^^^^^'  ^^  ^"y  Patent  rights  except 

(Cru  -ry^  J'^^'     ^^^  decree  was  amended  on   June  4    1948 
\^^n  I  rode  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  ^  62,284.) 
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«.»nJ  S  c***^  States  V.  Glen  Alden  Coal  Co.,  Cr.  113-391:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  6,  1943 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  29  coal  companies  arid 
^6  officers  of  these  companies  charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  and  main- 
tain prices,  discounts  and  terms  of  sale  for  anthracite  coal,  including 
III?  '•'fferentials  based  on  delivery  to  various  points  outside  thi 
State  of  Pennsylvania.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  held 
meetings  periodically  at  which  trade  practices,  discounts  and  prices 

nVi  ^i^"?!  ,o^^"  V"^  "'^'  ^  ^y^"^"'  °f  P"«  P°''C'ng  was  established. 
,„,=•  ^3  '  c'  V*'n*=°,""  granted  in  part  and  denied  in  part,  defend- 
??u  '"°'lo"  for  a  b'll  of  particulars  (4  F.  R.  D.  211 ).  May  2,  1944  all 
ot  the  defendants,  except  one  corporation  which  had  been  dissolved, 
entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $61,000  were  sub^ 
sequently  imposed. 

752.  United  States  v.  Linen  Supply  Board  of  Trade  of  New 
Jersey,  Inc..  Cr.  113-392:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  th^ 
Sherman  Act  returned  January  7,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  24  corporations  and  12  individuals  charging  price-fixin? 

L  S  9nPm  vTr^iiM^c^l'^"^^^^  *°  °'''^'n  ^  monopoly  in  the 
LINEN  SUPPLY  BUSINESS.  The  indictment  alleges  that  certain 
nrt ,!  ^^f^'t'ons  were  used  as  a  means  of  fixing  prices  and  had  elab- 

Sml?*^".!'*'-^".'^*'"""  ^°'  ^^'^  P°"""^  °f  ^^^  industry.  Pleas  in 
aoatement  to  the  indictment  were  struck  March  18,  1943  (CCH  Trade 
Regulalxon  Reports,  Supp.  1941-1943,  H  52,922).  On  May  7  1943  the 
court  sustained  defendants'  demurrers  to  the  indictment!  holding  that 
the  indictment  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  charge  an  oflfense  under 
fef^iron^'*  ^o^^A^'f^'  ^'9ulation  Reports.  Supp.  1941-1943, 
M  769!>70  776-"779  )       '        ^^^^  ^'^  "°"*'  ^'°^^^'^-    <See  Nos.  753- 

753.    United  States  v.  Consolidated  Laundries  Corp.,  Cr.  113-393: 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Janu- 

^n^  <7^  A-  '•"^*^?  ^u*"""*  ^°"':*  (?•  °-  N-  Y.)  against  30  corporations 
and  12  individuals  charging  price-fixing,  allocation  of  customers,  and 
attempting  to  obtain  a  monopoly  in  the  LINEN  SUPPLY  BUSINESS 
1  he  indictment  alleges  that  certain  trade  associations  were  used  as  a 
means  of  fixing  prices  and  had  elaborate  rules  and  regulations  for  the 
policing  of  the  industry.  The  same  rulings  on  defendants'  pleas  in 
abatement  and  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  were  made  as  in 

aUd^efendants         °°  ^'  ^^'^^'  '^*  *^^^*  ^^^  "°"*  prossed  as  to 

T-«.  ^r'^'  ,  iH'V^!**  ^T^*.'^  ^-  ^'"*'*  Supply  Ass'n  of  Greater  New  York, 
inc.,  Cr.  113-394:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  January  7,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N  Y.) 
against  a  trade  association,  39  corporations  and  27  individuals  charging 
pnce-tixing.  allocation  of  customers  and  attempting  to  obtain  a  mon- 
opoly m  the  LINEN  SUPPLY  BUSINESS.  The  indictment  alleges 
jV^  J  ."I  *™'**'  associations  were  used  as  a  means  of  fixing  prices 
and  had  elaborate  rules  and  regulations  for  the  policing  of  the  industry. 
1  he  same  rulings  on  defendants'  pleas  in  abatement  and  on  the  suf- 
Vn!,1."7  °  *''*  indictment  were  made  as  in  Case  No.  752  and  on  June  9, 
15W3,  the  case  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  all  defendants. 
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/.  , , ,  ,„  y™!*^.  .^****'  ^-  P'atwork  Ass'n  of  Greater  New  York,  Inc. 
Cr.  113-395:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  January  7  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  a 
trade  association,  12  corporations  and  eight  individuals  charging  price- 

^"'JI?'  ?  m^M  CT°/r,'S'T''k^'",,^''V"**  attempting  to  obtain  a  monopoly 
in  the  LINEN  SUPPLY  BUSINESS.  The  indictment  alleges  that 
certain  trade  associations  were  used  as  a  means  of  fixing  prices  and 
had  elaborate  rules  and  regulations  for  the  policing  of  the  industry. 
The  same  rulings  on  defendants'  pleas  in  abatement  and  on  the  suf- 
a^SA??u  '  '"<^'c"nent  were  made  as  in  Case  No.  752  and  on  June 
9,  1943,  the  case  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  all  defendants. 

V„ri,"?;,"r*'f  ,!*?«!'  V.  Towel  Supply  Association  of  Greater  New 
York.  Inc.,  Cr.  113-396:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  January  7,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  a  trade  association,  21  corporations  and  22  individuals 
charging  price-fixing  al  ocation  of  customers  and  attempting  to  obtain 

^IZTPhi?  •"  /''•'  ^^^^^  SUPPLY  BUSINESS.  The  indictment 
alleges  that  certain  trade  associations  were  used  as  a  means  of  fixing 
PnXtr  ^u  ^'^borate  rules  and  regulations  for  the  policing  of  thi 
n„  r.flTffi^'"'  ^="]\'-"  '"fs  on  defendants'  pleas  in  abatement  and 
rl  T,.  o  lo^^'^V^  "'*'  indictment  were  made  as  in  Case  No.  752  and 
on  June  9, 1943,  the  case  was  nolle  prossed  as  to  all  defendants. 

xxnAlrhry^'^"^  ^*f  o  "  r  f^HT^y  ^'°'""'  1""=-  Cr-  7196 :  Indictment 
under  Sertions  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  20  1943 

wVi'.fK?^-""'''*  C""--*  (Kans.)  against  defendant  corporation,  eight  of 
r«trnt^^"l['"  =*"**  ?  °'?""  ^"^  <**'^"°^^  "Charging  a  conspiracy  to 
^fnn  .^f  p^"^,^°"?'',?J^^Ti"JL"^'=*«  commerce  in  the  sale  and  distribu- 
tion of  FOOD  and  FOOD  PRODUCTS.   The  indictment  charges  that 

fribufio^  K^^.il*''?  'V^'=  production,  processing,  manufacture  and  dis- 
a  aril  n;,«°      ")  wholesale  and  retail,  of  food  and  food  products  in 

mot  fn  ^?  i- °"  i  ^^-  ^""''^^  ^'^*."-  O"  ^^y  24.  1943,  the  court,  on 
to  .h^.^/  subsidiary  corporations  which  had  been  dissolved  prior 
defendlnt«'""xi!*^*  'pd'^fnent,  abated  the  indictment  as  to  these  six 
aeiendants.  This  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Circuit  Court  of  AnneaU 
FebniatyS,  1944  (140F.  (2d)  834,  CCH  1944-1945  W.C^LJ  57208) 
fhei?^"  August  30  1943  the  court  sustained  defendants'  demurrer  to 
chai^ed^*^?^'  '^ffi'^' "^  *^i  *?■'  indictment  did  not  set  forth  the  offense! 
thS  •."'  sufficient  definiteness  or  allege  facts  showing  venue  in 

Coui  If' A  '°"7  '"  ^r^^  ^l\  ^-  S"PP-  ^)-  On  aPPea'.  the  CircuU 
the  vaHHil'^Pr  ^  °?  ^"^''  ^6  1944,  reversed  this  ruling  and  upheld 
n-vj  o  *y  °^  the  indictment  (sub  nom.  Frankfort  Distilleries  Inc  v 
Vnxted  States,  144  F.  (2d)  824,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  {s7^) 
5Mr«  ?'■*""'  rF*^"""*  ^^"'^^^  certiorari  November  6,  1944  {Safeway 
r^omJlLY.^-'f  -^""."'-^^^  "•  ^-  ^^)-  Defendants'  motions  to 
Grc  ,i^  r  .'^V'a*  ''°",''*^  judgment  entered  on  the  mandate  of  the 
26  loL  c ''.  Appeals  were  sustained  October  9,  1946.  On  March 
its'  offl?'  ^^^'"'^y  Stores,  Inc.,  two  of  its  subsidiaries  and  three  of 
of  $40m{)'  ^^i^f^^.P'^^s  °^  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total 
antVnn^"  '"d'ctment  was  dismissed  as  to  the  remaining  defend- 

ants on  the  same  day.    (See  No.  758.) 
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758.     United  States  V.  Kroger  Grocery  and  Bakine  Co    Cr  7107. 
anuarao  T^t"  ^l'T\  ^  ^?-^  ^  of  th7shennan/ct  returned  o„ 

ration^two  in^«' =  *^*?'"*."^*  ^TI*  (^^"^•>  ^S*'"**  defendant  corpo- 
ration, two  of  Its  subsidiaries  and  five  officers  and  directors  chareine 

LdTooo'  PRODUCTS  "^T^^^^'r  '"^^"'l'-^  ^°'"'"'=-«  -"  FO^D 
bv  virh,;!;f  h!:-  ^      •  ^-    ^^^-  ?"dictment  charges  that  defendants, 

C  LV  f      production  processing,  manufacture  and  distribution 

lari  na^  n  'fif' %?"1  ?*l"'  "^  ^°^^  ^"^  ^°°d  P^ducts  throughout  a 
large  part  of  the  United  States.  On  August  30,  1943,  the  court  sus- 
tained defendant's  demurrer  to  the  indictment  (51  F.  Supp  448)  and 

a4^^r2Hf8i^'^r*^^^!L^1'i9°"'*  °f  Appea!sV„versedXsTcis1oJ 
(144  F  (2d)  824,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  H  57,286).  The  Supreme 
Court  denied  certiorari  November  20,  1944  (323  U.  S  777)  dK! 
^he  mZ,r'  f'J.'"°r^'^y  the  judgment  of  the^  district  court^entered  on 
&  Sn  M.v  U  lolr",'^  ^^T  "^  ^PP"^'^  ^"«  ^"^t«i"«d  October  9, 
and  P.v^n  tL-^'  i^^^'  *^^  '"dictment  was  dismissed  as  to  Colter  Co. 
officia^fentZ^H  '/"'•  ,<^"  May  3,  1948,  Kroger,  Wesco  and  two 
S2n^  %T^  P'-^?  of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of 
(See  No.  tJ-^^^'^'^S  defendants  were  dismissed  on  the  same  date. 

t^^J^^'a  ^^***?  States  V.  Ozark  Canners  Ass'n,  Inc.,  Cr.  4351 :    Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  lanuarv  26  1943 

ISr  e%?^^'"'nuSr  ^'^fi''-  ^"^^  ^''^^^"^  defen&aLociatS 
175  tndfvid?^,!?^^^''"''  ^^'^  """'^'y  suppliers,  10  canneries,  and 
TOMATOFS  f;  ^■t'l,^°"^P>"n&  t°  'fstrain  interstate  commerce  in 
ants  comSneH  ?.  fi  O^ark  area.  The  indictment  charges  that  defend- 
ants combined  to  fix  and  depress  the  prices  paid  to  lowers  for  raw 
SandsolVh^  i"  »°"??"}Petitive  pieces  on^anned^omatoes  pr^c 
essed  and  sold  by  them.    Defendants'  demurrers  to  the  indictment  were 

anti wlr.  h"^'*  ^a  '^^  (^-^  ^-  ?"PP-  150).  Prior  to  triaiy7  Slfend- 
tanurrvll  fSJlf' '"*;'"  T*,i°"  °^  ^o'l?  Gpve""nent.  Trial  commenced 
iT^^f^  h  ^^'  *"/*  °"  February  25, 1944,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict 
of  not  guilty  as  to  the  remaining  157  defendants. 

.  '^•,  United  States  v.  Parker  Rust  Proof  Co.,  CivU  3653  •  Com- 
ic'rind'^  F;b™r  1.  1943.  under  Sections  1  and  2^  the  SheS^n 
Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
^  r,;l T*"  »  •^*'"'^!,"*  <=on>oration  and  four  officers  alleging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  and  to  monopolize  the  manufacture  distribution 
RIAt' 9  °4P^M1FAL  RUST-P^ROOFING  and  PRIMING  MATE 
fn  untawf«^n^?r?  r  "*  ^  '*^"  ^^""^  defendant  corporation  maintained 
«?,f^r^^  P^*!r*  l!«."s>ng  system  for  the  distribution  of  chemical 
rust-proofing  and  priming  materials  and  that  it  sold  such  materials 
o^oth^**'*"*"  V'^*  *''"  P"!?haser  shall  not  use  or  deal  in  like  ma  lr"a  s 
of  other  manufacturers.   Trial  of  the  case  commenced  January  11   1944, 

entitredtn^^  ^\^T^'  *•"'  *=?";*  •"^''l  ^l"^*  '^^  Goveinment  was  .^t 
f„Tw     any  relief  except  a  judgment  declaring  the  agreement  entered 
o  be  1 1^^?  defendant  corporation  and  American  Chemical  Paint  Co. 
W  fLi    *^  *"JfJ?*"fi^  enforcement  of  the  patent  rights  secured 

^VaxU  ^^^^""^"t  (61  F.  Supp.  805.  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 
Tj  5/.«l)-  Ihe  court  entered  a  final  judgment  on  May  29,  1945,  declar- 
ing the  agreement  between  Parker  Rust  Proof  and  American  Chemical 
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Paint  Company  illegal  and  enjoining  the  enforcement  of  patent  rights 
secured  by  the  agreement.  The  case  was  dismissed  as  to  the  individual 
defendants  on  the  same  day. 

761.  United  States  V.  Wayne  Pump  Co.,  43-Cr.-27 :  Information 
\1  *?'«°.S°""*?  ^'^"  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  February 
IS,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  three  manufacturers 
of  gasoline  pumps,  a  manufacturer  of  gasoline  computing  mechanisms 
a  trade  association  and  five  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
^rJ?,J^°^Z^°^}^f  '"t«''state  commerce  in  gasoline  COMPUTER 
PUMPb.  This  information  was  filed  to  supply  deficiencies  found  in 
the  indictments  returned  in  Cases  Nos.  583  and  584.    On  May  14  1943 

rt-?f  trl^v       *^  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  in  the  total  amount 
.of  $27,500  were  imposed. 

762.  United  States  v.  Halibut  Liver  Oil  Producers,*  Cr.  45951  • 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Febru- 
ary 26,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  two  trade 
associations,  a  labor  union,  and  16  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy 
to  establish  and  maintain  arbitrary  and  restrictive  methods  and  chan- 
?mT?D  l%*?«"^?T"eA';L '"terstate  and  foreign  commerce  of  FISH 
LIVER,  FISH  VISCERA,  and  VITAMIN  OIL.  The  indictment 
charges  that  by  threatening  to  deprive  vessel  owners  of  crews  and  by 
threatening  fishermen  with  loss  of  union  benefits,  defendants  coerced 
vessel  owners  and  fishermen  to  contract  to  deliver  exclusively  to  a 
tradership  all  fish  livers  and  fish  viscera  obtained  by  them,  and  that 
defendants  had  conspired  to  establish  arbitrary  and  non-competitive 
?*  ,o„5""^  ^f  *''*^""  vitamin  oil.  Trial  of  the  case  commenced  March 
7,  1944,  and  during  trial  the  cause  was  dismissed  as  to  one  defendant. 
On  April  8,  1944,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  the  two 
trade  associations,  the  labor  union,  and  six  individuals,  and  a  verdict 
of  not  guilty  as  to  the  remaining  nine  individuals.  Fines  totalling 
56,750  were  imposed.    (See  No.  732.)  ^ 

763.  United  States  v.  Bay  Area  Painters  and  Decorators  Joint 
Committee,  Inc.,  Cr.  27899-S :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  on  February  27,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D 
Yf)  against  defendant  Committee,  a  national  labor  union  14  local' 
labor  unions  three  district  painters'  councils,  eight  building  and  con- 
struction trades  councils,  a  national  contractors'  association  eieht  local 
contractors'  associations,  and  42  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy 
iV.Ct?  ^^'"t  of  interstate  commerce  by  preventing  use  of  SPRAY 
PAINTING  EQUIPMENT  in  the  San  Francisco  Irea     The  indict- 


m«  ^°f^'  ^"  October  20.  1944.  the  Govern- 
Ti  *"Jf^ened  In  the  case  of  Wisconsin 
Aiumnl  Research  Foundation  v.  Rene  Doug- 
JM  an  Infringement  suit  on  patents  re- 
Ppn?vT™^'^^^^N  D  and  VITAMIN  D 
Tm  S^SJ^'  brought  in  the  District  Court 
IJl'^r-."""®*')'  Civil  43-C-704.  The  Gov- 
ii!Il  ®"^  charged  the  Foundation  and  its 
fl^fn*^'  '"  ^**®  chemical,  drug,  packaged 
•n?  1  ^^  evaporated  milk  fields  with  con- 
spiring to  restrain  and  to  monopolize  inter- 
■late  commerce  by  using  patents  on  which 
hv*"^?  *"  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act. 
oy  maintaining  unreasonable  prices  on  such 
products,   and  by  limiting  tlie  potency  of 


Vitamin  D  food  products  so  as  to  prevent 
them  from  competing  with  Vitamin  D  phar- 
maceutical products.  On  January  14  1946 
a  consent  Judgment  was  entered  cancelling 
the  restrictive  patent  agreements,  enjoining 
the  Foundation  from  instituting  infringe- 
ment suits  or  collecting  royalties  on  the 
patents  (which  were  dedicated  to  the  pub- 
lic as  part  of  the  settlement  of  the  case) 
and  also  from  entering  into  future  patent 
licensing  providing  for  price  fixing  or  re- 
strictions In  the  manufacture,  use  or  sale 
of  vitamin  D  or  Vitamin  D  products  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  1944-1947  Court 
Decisions.  |  57,433). 
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roTesSctfhVul'  !!J'  "^'^  r  ^' k'  ^"^P^^y^^^  ^"d  defendant  unions  agreed 
to  restrict  the  use  of  painting  by  spray  equipment  and  agreed  to  refuse 

i^r  ha^i^^;.trfi  ?^^^  sustained  demurrers  to  the  indictment,  hold- 
ing that  the  restraint  complained  of  was  reasonable  and  that  its  effect 
on  interstate  commerce  was  indirect,  incidental  and  remote   and  tha 
^Lf/T'"'!,'""^"^  l""  constitute  the  illegal  conspiracy  provTded  for 
terms  and  conditions  of  employment  and  were  exempt  frL  Drosec« 
tion  under  the  Clayton  and  Norris-LaGuardia  Acu749  F  slipp  733): 

York  ^Cr  U^^W^^  ^/^*^'. ""'  ^^^^^^^  P^^^^^e  Trade  Ass^n  of  New 
York,  Cr.  114-71:  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  on  March  3,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S  D  N  Y  ? 
against  a  trucking  association,  a  receiving  association,  27  corporaiions 
and  16  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  an  attemp? 

VEGETrm  F<^^-  ^T^'Z'  °f  TRUCKING  FRESH  FRUITS  Tnd 
VEGETABLES  in  the  New  York  Market  area.     The  indictment 

cEarfe^  l^f  '^'^''}^T'  ^^^^  ""^^°™  ^"^  noncompetUive  carnage 
^}^^^f^.      f"^  conspired  to  monopolize  by  preventing  delivery  of  frefh 

WH  ff  "h  Y^T^^^'  ^^'"^^  "P^"  '^'"^^  ^"d  conditions  dicU?ed  and 
fixed  by  defendants.    On  December  29,  1944,  and  January  4   1945  all 

I^ffSin  ''''  ^^^^"^^"js  pleaded  nolo  contendere  Ind  fines  totalling 
$63,000  were  imposed.  An  order  of  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  tf 
six  remaining  defendants  January  4,  1945.  entered  as  to 

Cr  mVs^^^/^H^.^^^*?  ^^'c^  y^"^  S*^^^  Pharmaceutical  Ass'n. 
TiV  1.  i  /^.'l'^.*'"^"*  ""^^^  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
on  March  4, 1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  defendant 
Association,  a  national  association  of  retail  druggists,  seven  local  assod^^ 
ations,  two  pharmaceutical  councils,  and  17  individuals  charing  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  the  retail  sale  of  DRUGSTORE  ITEMS  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  fix  retailers' margins 

t^th!  cZt'^TT  'l'"^'  ^/  ^^r^  ^^^^  '''^^  ^^^  wholesale  prfces 
by  the  concerted  adoption  of  uniform  prices  and  methods  of  sale   by 

S^tT  of  information,  by  enforcement  of  agreed  terms  and  con^ 
ditions  through  boycotts  and  blacklists;  and  that  defendants'  con- 
spiracy was  not  authorized  by  the  Miller-Tydings  amendmen    toX 

fQ47™.1^t''  ""'  ^^  '.^'  ^'^  Y^^^  ^^''  Trade  Act.  On  January  28! 
1947,  all  the  associations  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  were 
fined  the  total  of  $17,000,  and  the  individual  defendants  were  dismirsed 

5031  T^*  J^^^^^  ^.*-*^^  ""'  T^^P^''  ^P""^^  Sponge  Exchange,  Cr. 
5031-T.  Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  returned  on  March  3,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D  Fla  ) 
apinst  defendant  Exchange,  nine  corporations  and  26  individuals 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  the 
production,  transportation  and  sale  of  NATURAL  SPONGES  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  channelized  the  sale  of  all  natural 

TdXai^nTd'^ -V^l  '''  ^^-^^%C-l^  th-"^h  defendant  Exchange 
^nH  HU^  "  •  r'*"^^  monopoly  of  such  sponges  by  various  restrictive 
and  discriminatory  practices.  On  November  6,  1943,  the  court  sus- 
tamed  a  demurrer  to  the  indictment  upon  the  ground  that  the  offenses 
charged  were  not  stated  with  sufficient  definiteness.  The  CircukCourt 
of  Appeals  reversed  this  ruling  April  26,  1944  (142  F   (2d)  125  CCH 
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1944-1945  Trade  Cases  If  57,236).  Trial  of  the  case  began  February  4, 
1946,  and  on  February  22,  1946,  the  court  directed  a  verdict  of  acquittal 
for  20  defendants  and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  on  both 
counts  of  the  indictment  against  the  10  other  defendants  on  trial. 
One  defendant  was  sentenced  on  February  23,  1946  and  the  nine 
remaining  defendants  were  sentenced  on  February  17,  1947.  Fines 
totaling  $3800  were  assessed. 

767.  United  States  v.  Aerofin  Corp.,  Civil  20-458.  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  5,  1943,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  four  corporations  alleging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  and  an  attempt  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce 
in  ENCASED  COILS  used  for  heating  and  air-conditioning  equipment. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  by  means  of  a  patent-licensing 
system  and  agreements  with  manufacturers  and  distributors,  controlled 
and  fixed  prices  and  presented  companies  other  than  defendant  corpo- 
ration and  its  licensees  from  manufacturing,  selling  and  installing  such 
coils.  A  consent  decree  entered  on  the  same  day  cancelled  all  patent 
licenses  based  on  the  price-fixing  program  and  provided  for  unrestricted 
royalty-free  licenses  to  any  applicant  desiring  to  manufacture  encased 
or  unencased  coils  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  1941-1943, 
11  »)^i"lo^. 

768.  United  States  v.  National  Unit  Distributors,  Inc.,  Cr.  16097 : 
Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  March  8,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  four 
corporations  and  four  individuals  charging  channellizing  of  distribution 
and  monopolizing  of  interstate  commerce  in  DINNERWARE  and 
DINNER  SETS  sold  on  a  newspaper  promotional  sales  plan.  The 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  on  November  5,  1943,  and 
fines  totalling  $11,000  were  imposed. 

769.  United  States  v.  Standard  Coat,  Apron  and  Linen  Service, 
Inc.,  Cr.  114-97:  Information  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  March  12,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
defendant  charging  price-fixing,  allocation  of  customers  and  attempting 
to  obtain  a  monopoly  in  the  LINEN  and  TOWEL  SUPPLY  INDUS- 
TRY. The  information  alleges  that  certain  trade  associations  were 
used  as  a  means  of  fixing  prices  and  had  elaborate  rules  and  regulations 
for  the  policing  of  the  industry.  On  May  7,  1943,  the  court  sustained 
defendant's  demurrer  to  the  information  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  1941-1943,  ^  52,939)  and  on  July  12,  1943,  the  case  was  nolle 
prossed.    (See  Nos.  752-756,  770,  776-779.) 

770.  United  States  v.  Morgan  Laundry  Service,  Inc.,  Cr.  114-98: 
Information  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March 
12,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  two  corporations 
chargmg  price-fixing,  allocation  of  customers  and  attempting  to  obtain 
a  monopoly  in  the  LINEN  and  TOWEL  SUPPLY  INDUSTRY.  The 
*"^°™ation  alleges  that  certain  trade  associations  were  used  as  a  means 
of  fixing  prices  and  had  elaborate  rules  and  regulations  for  the  policing 
of  the  industry.  On  May  7,  1943,  the  court  sustained  defendants' 
demurrer  to  the  information  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports  1941-1943 
l,'^^?}^^^^  on  July  12,  1943,  the  case  was  nolle  prossed.  (See 
Nos.  752-756, 769,  776-779.)  ^ 
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24, 1943.  in  theDistricrCourt  W  n  in  t  S*"^.™*"  Act  returned  March 
16  flour 'milling  corporations  LdiPofi?.?^^^'*  defendant  Federation, 
fixing  prices  on  pX^TfeSy  FLOUR  soTh'.K  '^''T"^  l'"^'"  ^'^h 
States.  The  indictment  alle«.^  th,7^  •  °^^  throughout  the  United 
*fferential  comSe  composed  of  ^?*Kr'','^l**'2?'U**'  ^y  »  P^ce 
the  price  lists  prevented  thTsalenfLTi,  71  "^  *•''*'  ^^^leration ;  that 
not  provided  for  In  the  ShedSes  ^th,  tT'*  ^j"*" '"  ''"/  ^«*^  ^*  ?"«« 
price  schedules  is  reported  to  th^  f»/     *-^  departure  from  the  fixed 

case  commenced  Ma^ai  1944  On  t™*'?2  ^fo.^"'?"'  ^rial  of  the 
a  verdict  of  guilty  and  on  WIS  igll  ?K.  '^'  '^'  '^^  J^'^  ''«*«"'«<» 
motion  for  judgment  of  acauittal  n!^' k.*  ''°"'"*  «^^"*«''  defendants' 
1944.  the  court  dwfed  the  Hovi^i  ."  °'''*^*''  veredicto.  On  July  6, 
of  acquittal.  Government  s  motion  to  rescind  the  judgment 

niatirn'und"er'SdonTonhf^i^'^^*'*^."'"'Cr.n4-199:    Infor- 

District  Court  (SDN  Y)  aS^n'^^n";  ^'>  ^''"^  ^P"'  "•  ^943,  in  the 
York  City  department  stores  char^nt."^^"'  association  and  IS  New 
ADVERTISINcTom  the  New S^T-"  ^S^^",-"^"' *<>  withdraw  their 
an  announced  increas^  n  aJveTtS  T^ef  X^V''"' P'^^  ^^"«"*'' 
teen  defendants  pleaded  nolo  confen^ Jr^  n\.  ?  *^*  ^""^  ^^*«  ^"  «'''- 
were  imposed.  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $80,000 

CompSnt^b?ou1h?*^!,*der-st"^onf?  "^'h  ^"*f  ?^'  ^"<=-  ^vil  574: 
the  District  Cou?t  (W.  D  Ky  )  Aoril  if  llt°/  t''^  Sherman  Act  in 
tions  and  four  individuals  ch^r^nf,  I  '  ^^'  ''^^"'*'  *^o  corpora- 
restrain  trade  in  ventnatine  AIR  FT?  T^"pg"l'y  to  monopolize  and 
of  patents  and  purchase  of  comDeffnlJ^^  ^^'l"^^  *•>«  acquisition 
On  September  24  1943  trial  oTfhl^fc™'  ^"^  *i'r°"gh  Price  fixing, 
the  request  of  the  War  and  Na!y  DeDartml^l"K'^''"l^  postponed  at 
these  requests  were  withdraw^  OrSeptembSr  *lo"  fgT'*  '°'  '^^ 
judgment  was  entered  oroviHino-  *i,oV  ,,  P'^moer  ly,  1946.  a  consent 

be  dedicated  to  thfJuWic  and^hat  30  .Jf^v"*'  r'^*'"^^  *°  ^''-  «"«" 
at  reasonable  royalties    D;fendant«,^?^l!-i.'?"l^  P^'*^"'*  ^«  ""nsed 

tracts  preventin^g  mLr?  fS  comTeUn?  b"  thi'""  *".^°'"='"^  ^°"- 
marketing  of  air  filter  materiaUanH^;^^      •    "^  manufacture  and 

selves  of'unpatenild%TppHetfrr'a  rTteTthTulh  £lVT  **="" 
infringement  suits,  and  from  otherwise  rnnJ;!"^  *  "^^^^^  °^  P^**"' 
express  or  implied,  to  controTunoat^  eH  m=,»^  •  ?'"^  P^*/"'  """*«• 
No.  715.)  "'>""■«.  iy44-1947  Court  Decisions.  157.492.)    (See 

774.     United  States  v.  Swrift  and  Co    Pr  OBaa .    r  t 

exchange,  a^  assoc  at  on  or^mli!si^nl^^ .'-K^'^y'  ,"  ''^"t^^^" 
mittee,  two  commission  companies  and  24  '^H'  TT  "L"^*:""?  <=«"'- 
spiracy  to  establish  and  enforce  an  ar^ifiritl^/"'"^'''  charging  a  con- 
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on  the  Denver  stockyards.  The  District  Court  on  September  25,  1943, 
overruled  defendants'  demurrers  to  the  information,  holding  that  allega- 
tions that  defendants  agreed  to  use  the  "turn  system"  of  bidding  on 
the  Denver  Livestock  Exchange  stated  an  offense  under  the  Sherman 
Act  (52  F.  Supp.  476).  On  motion  of  the  Government,  the  information 
was  dismissed  on  May  18,  1944  (CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  If  57,249), 
as  to  all  defendants. 

775.  United  States  v.  Middlewest  Motor  Freight  Bureau,  Cr. 
9905:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  May 
21, 1943,  in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  charging  two  motor  freight  rate 
bureaus,  seven  motor  carriers  and  20  individuals  with  conspiring  to 
prevent  independent  ratemaking  for  interstate  FREIGHT  TRANS- 
PORTATION by  motor  carrier  through  intimidation,  boycott  and 
other  coercive  practices.  On  August  26,  1943,  the  Court  granted  the 
motion  of  defendant  for  a  severance  and  separate  trial.  Trial  of  the 
case  commenced  March  20, 1944,  and  on  April  4, 1944,  the  court  granted 
motions  of  five  defendants  for  directed  verdicts.  On  April  6,  1944, 
the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  all  defendants  on  trial. 
On  April  19,  1944,  the  court  dismissed  the  case  as  to  the  defendant 
who  had  been  granted  a  severance. 

776.  United  States  v.  Flatwork  Ass'n  of  Greater  New  York,  Inc., 
Cr.  114-349:  Information  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed 
May  27, 1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  eight  corpo- 
rations and  two  individuals  engaged  in  the  LAUNDRY  and  LINEN 
SUPPLY  business  in  New  York,  New  Jersey  and  Connecticut  with 
fixing  prices  and  allocating  customers  among  themselves.  This  infor- 
mation was  filed  to  supply  the  deficiencies  in  the  indictment  returned 
in  Case  No.  755.  On  May  28,  1943  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  fines  aggregating  $17,000  were  imposed. 

777.  United  States  v.  Towel  Supply  Ass'n  of  Greater  New  York, 
Inc.,  Cr.  114-350:  Information  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  May  27, 1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  19  corpora- 
tions and  three  individuals  engaged  in  the  LAUNDRY  AND  LINEN 
SUPPLY  business  in  New  York,  New  Jersey  and  Connecticut  with  fixing 
prices  and  allocating  customers  among  themselves.  This  information 
was  filed  to  supply  deficiencies  in  the  indictment  returned  in  Case 
No.  756.  On  May  28,  1943,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and 
fines  aggregating  $35,250  were  imposed. 

778.  United  States  v.  Linen  Supply  Board  of  Trade  of  New  Jersey, 
Inc.,  Cr.  114-351:  Information  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  May  27,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  16 
corporations  and  one  individual  engaged  in  the  LAUNDRY  AND 
LINEN  SUPPLY  business  in  New  York,  New  Jersey  and  Con- 
necticut with  fixing  prices  and  allocating  customers  among  themselves. 
This  information  was  filed  to  supply  deficiencies  in  the  indictment 
returned  in  Case  No.  752.  On  May  28,  1943,  all  defendants  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $20,000  were  imposed. 

779.  United  States  v.  Linen  Supply  Ass'n  of  Greater  New  York, 
Inc.,  Cr.  114-352:  Information  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  on  May  27,  1943,  charging 
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Sn7n  T5'p"pLy'  ;ii"„ts't'NeTfl'"^''^  S^U^DRY  AND 
necticut  with  fixing  pricesTnHinn.,,^  '  ^^"^  J^^^y  """^  Con- 

This  information  i^as  fifed  ?osunr^H?fi'.'°  "'"°"u^  themselves, 

returned  in  Case  No.  754.    Between Slv  28    o/^'"  ITr^''''  ■"'!>""'«"» 

iLl^SjS^  ^'-^^^  -'°  -----'  fines  r/.r?S,^  JsS 

retur?°a  in"t'l?il^*rc7t?u^i7^^ 

TITANIUM  STO?^NDStW,t  "e^.t^d  a  world-wide  cartel  in 
^elusive,  noncompetUive  J;;-.;  .?  ^^''^  '^^"^^'^  ^°^'^  ""^^kets  into 
monopolistic  conZl  o  the  indu'slPrfh:*^I?°?P/'<!''°"  "".^  ""^^'n^d 
pooling  of  patents;  and   mpo"ed  aTvL^er^  nF""f'^  ^'^'^  "'/''"«•'  ^^e 

case  was  mar.ed  'of.reTrla7?rilrr  l^Zl^^^^^^ 

matio?;nd"rStt*'^\"nd^of?hrSh^"^'=°7-'?-"^-"'=  1"^°- 
Court  (S.  D.  N  vTAueust  S  ^^  Sherman  Act  filed  in  the  District 
individual  charginethem  w  fh  i  '•^^'"^*  ^^  corporations  and  one 
interstate  tradeTn"!^]^? AND  ^J^bI^TpW^s""^  T"V" 

fines  aggregatinrSlSwe're  Sposed^"'  °"  ^"^"^*  ^'  '^^'  ^'^^ 

22-20??- cSitlnt'uXsectS'^^^^^^^^  Corp..   CivU 

August  19,  1953,  in  the  Distric  °Court  (S   D  N  Y  W."^'"/'*  ^'"^ 

Sr^het^mSi^S^e-dl^^^ 

Stifling:  comoetition  TfiA  n-..^  F**;''"cni  or  excessive  license  fees,  and 
duration  of  t'he  wa?atThe  reauesTof  f^X"""^  ^"J  ^2.  1944,  for  the 
This  request  was  subsequently  withdraw^andn'*  n"^^  Departments, 
a  consent  decree  was  entered  aTf^.^fT;  ^  °."  P'^^e^'ber  28.  1945, 
hibited  combinine  to  fix  rh^rc^^f  .  • ''"*  °"*  defendant  which  pro^ 
in  the  installation^  manufafturf  oV  «  "'V°'"P'"i'.°."  °'  discriminate 
prohibited  institu  ion  of  su?s  for  pa??ntlfr'°"'''''°"'"^  «'"'P'"ent ; 
of  licensing  agreements  canLnl/S  '"^""^e'""'*  or  enforcement 
patent  holdinl  corpan^-  and  dti.^.  ^fu^^'""'"*"**;  dissolved  the 
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Spokane  area.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  agreed  on 
prices,  credits  and  discounts,  and  charges  for  advertising,  soliciting, 
and  delivery;  and  that  defendants  refused  to  sell  to,  and  attempted  to 
cause  producers  not  to  sell  to,  dealers  who  refused  to  cooperate.  On 
October  26,  1943,  demurrers  to  the  indictment  v^rere  overruled.  On 
reconsideration  of  the  demurrers  in  relation  to  the  Bituminous  Coal 
Act  of  1937,  the  court  on  April  17,  1944,  held  that  this  Act  did  not  lift 
the  restrictions  of  the  Sherman  Act  from  those  engaged  in  the  bitu- 
minous coal  industry  (55  F.  Supp.  387,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases 
j[  57,280).  Trial  of  the  cause  commenced  May  10,  1944,  and  on  May 
27,  1944,  after  the  cause  had  been  dismissed  as  to  16  defendants,  the 
jury  returned  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  29  defendants.  On  June 
27,  1944,  the  two  remaining  defendants  were  dismissed. 

784.  United  States  v.  Merck  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil  3159:  Complaint 
filed  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  October  28,  1943,  against  Merck  & 
Co.,  Inc.,  its  president  and  Powers-Weightman-Rosengarten  Corp., 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  trade  in  CHEMICAL  OR  PHAR- 
MACEUTICAL PRODUCTS,  by  entering  into  a  "Treaty  Agreement" 
with  E.  Merck  Chemical  Works  of  Darmstadt,  Germany,  which  pro- 
vided for  a  division  of  world  territory  into  non-competitive  areas  accord- 
ing to  a  recognized  cartel  pattern.  On  October  6,  1945,  the  Alien 
Property  Custodian  was  joined  as  party  plaintiff  and  on  the  same  date 
all  parties  entered  into  a  consent  decree.  Under  this  judgment,  the 
cartel  agreement  is  dissolved  and  American  Merck  is  required  to  license 
any  applicant  about  60  patents  on  a  royalty-free  and  unrestricted 
basis,  and  to  surrender  to  the  Alien  Property  Custodian,  American 
Merck's  rights  to  50  patents  formerly  owned  by  German  Merck.  These 
patents  are  also  required  to  be  available  for  royalty-free  licensing. 
American  Merck  is  also  enjoined  from  vesting  in  German  Merck  con- 
trol over  any  of  the  business  or  over  any  business  policy  of  American 
Merck  and  from  entering  into  any  arrangement  with  German  Merck 
to  require  the  exchange  or  license  of  patents  relating  to  chemical  or 
pharmaceutical  products  on  condition  that  the  purchaser  will  not  resell 
or  export  for  resale  chemical  or  pharmaceutical  products  in  competition 
with  German  Merck  at  any  place  in  the  world.  (CCH  1944-1945  Trade 
Cases  ^57,416). 

785.  United  States  v.  General  Chemical  Company,  Or.  2105:  In- 
dictment under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Novem- 
ber 4,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  four  corporations  and 
seven  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  and  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  in  laboratory  CHEMICALS  through  price-fixing 
and  the  issuance  of  substantially  identical  terms  and  conditions  of  sale. 
At  the  request  of  the  War  and  Navy  Departments,  the  trial  of  the  case 
was  postponed  for  the  duration  of  the  war.  These  requests  were  sub- 
sequently withdrawn  and  on  December  15,  1945,  all  defendants  pleaded 
nolo  contendere.    Fines  aggregating  $52,500  were  imposed. 

786.  United  States  v.  National  Unit  Distributors  Inc.,  Civil  2514: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Novem- 
ber 5,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  four  corporations 
and  four  individuals  alleging  channellizing  of  distribution  and  monopo- 
lizing of  interstate  commerce  in  DINNERWARE  and  dinner  sets  sold 
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H?/nr"/J^P^P"  Py^Pot'"?^'  sales  plan.    A  consent  decree  enjoininR 

p.//  ,  '"I  '^"'"P'^'Ii!?  ?f  "^^s  «"*«■■«<•  November  S.  1943  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  1941-1943,  H  52,996). 

Cvi/ll'  .:in "'*^^  ^*f "  V  Forcstal  Land,  Timber  and  Railways  Ltd 
Cml  23-510:    Complaint  filed  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act  December  20,  1943,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D   N.  Y  )    aS 
hree  foreign  corporations,  three  American  corporations  and  four  o 
the.r  officers  charging  violations  of  the  Sherman  Act  by  maintenance 

th.f^h'        "''*'°"^'  "'?^'  •"  QUEBRACHO.    The  complaint  ways 
that  the  agreements  under  which  the  American  corporations  hive  a«ed 

^haTt'i^Tf  ^^r'f  ^Z'  '^^-  ^?'"'^"  P'°*^"«^«  of  quebracho  be  cancelled 
a£S  tl  hrvr/'  ''^/"JO'n^d  from  continuing  the  unlawful  prac  fee 
alleged  to  have  forced  American  tanners  to  pay  fixed  and  arbitrarv 
prices  for  quebracho  extract.  On  March  22,  1^5  on  motion  of  th^ 
United  States,  the  court  allowed  Tannin  Products  ExporTSorlt  on 
^e  Vi?:::' V'  Pff  ""i^  *^"f!."^^"*  ^"d  f^r'h"  s'at«=d  that  Sectbn  75  of 

rnTaTio^r  ferintr&sr  ^^^^^^^^^      -—  ^-- 

S    re^?de?tfrgi?g^^^^^^^^^^^^  "S^^^^^^^Z^^ 

pinTerphY^— ^^^^^ 

among  pool  members  and  their  licensees;  and  fixeT  prices  oXth 
patented  and   unpatented   designs  of  REFORMED  RAIL  JOINT 

ng  defendants  was  concluded  October  22,  1945,  and  on  June  10^^ 

24  i^^?^>""'i*'*'.^^?*^'/-  ^™P«rial  Chemical  Industries.  Ltd    Civil 
24-13:    Complaint  filed  January  6,  1944,  in  the  District  Court  VsD 

f  ODt^C^V^^EAR^ii^S  AND\TMUN?TI^g^  ^h^e^c^o^iM 
pri"es     The  case  1,,  7o<f.       ''^T'^'^S  to  prearranged  quotas  and 

S  inTe^rtSLff  cTH"r"^4"^^"?^'  °^i-«°ns"t7th;  GovVn- 
11  SrSharbie^se"  ZI^A^/'"""'  '"^P"  '^^^^'' 
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790.  United  States  v.  AlHed  Van  Lines,  Inc.,  Civil  44-C-30 :  Com- 
plaint filed  under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  January  11, 
1944,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  National  Furniture 
Warehousemen's  Association,  its  subsidiary.  Allied  Van  Lines,  Inc., 
21  associated  carriers  and  companies  and  42  individuals  charging  the 
Warehousemen's  Association,  through  domination  of  the  more  impor- 
tant warehouse  facilities  of  the  Nation  and  through  instrumentalities 
of  Allied  Van  Lines,  with  securing  control  of  the  business  and  opera- 
tions of  547  MOTOR  CARRIERS  of  household  goods  for  the  purpose 
of  restraining  competition  among  carriers.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
the  Association  through  Allied  fixes  the  rates  and  charges  of  the  con- 
trolled motor  carriers,  resulting  in  rates  15  to  25  percent  higher  than 
those  of  independent  motor  carriers.  On  December  28,  1945,  a  Con- 
sent decree  enjoining  the  practices  complained  of  was  filed  as  to  all 
defendants  (CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  1(57,427).  On  July  1,  1946, 
the  defendant  Allied  Van  Lines  petitioned  the  Court  for  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  decree  so  as  to  permit  it  to  purchase  the  operating  authority 
of  300-odd  carriers  of  household  goods,  which  acquisition  was  approved 
by  the  ICC  in  another  proceeding.  At  a  hearing  September  12,  1946, 
defendant  Allied  Van  Lines  sought  permission  to  purchase  the  operat- 
ing rights  of  other  petitioning  defendants  in  accordance  with  an  Inter- 
state Commerce  Commission  order  authorizing  the  transaction.  The 
Government  opposed  modification  of  the  consent  decree  in  this  respect. 
On  October  16,  1946,  the  court  amended  the  consent  decree  entered 
December  28,  1945,  to  permit  the  acquisition  of  the  operating  authority 
of  300-odd  carriers  of  household  goods,  which  acquisition  was  approved 
by  the  ICC. 

791.  United  States  v.  California  Cotton  Mills  Co.,  Cr.  46289 :  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  January  14, 
1944,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against  three  corporations  and 
six  individuals  charging  price-fixing  in  the  distribution  and  sale  of  ROPE 
and  TWINE  in  the  States  of  Washington  and  Oregon.  The  indictment 
charges  defendants  with  fixing  prices  horizontally  to  wholesalers,  retailers 
and  consumers.  On  October  13,  1944,  the  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to 
four  individual  defendants  and  on  that  same  date  the  remaining  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere.    Fines  aggregating  $5,500  were  imposed. 

792.  United  States  v.  L.  S.  Eldridge  &  Son,  Inc.,  Cr.  16505:  In- 
dictment under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February 
8,  1944,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  five  corporations  and 
seven  individuals  charging  restraint  of  trade  and  conspiracy  to  mo- 
nopolize in  the  importation,  sale  and  distribution  of  FISH  at  New 
Bedford,  Mass.  It  is  charged  that  defendants  secured  control  of  all 
facilities  for  landing  fish  at  New  Bedford ;  refused  access  to  such  facil- 
ities to  all  buyers  except  themselves ;  allocated  among  themselves  the 
total  supply  of  fish  arriving  at  New  Bedford ;  boycotted  persons  pur- 
chasing fish  from  other  than  defendants ;  and  agreed  upon  the  price  to 
be  paid  for  fresh  fish,  upon  differentials  for  resale  of  fish,  and  upon 
arbitrary  unloading  rates.  On  June  11,  1945,  the  Court  overruled  de- 
fendants' demurrers  and  motions  to  quash.  Claims  of  exceptions  have 
been  filed  by  certain  defendants  and  motions  of  remaining  defendants 
for  extention  of  time  for  filing  bill  of  exceptions  and  assignment  of 
error  are  pending.  On  October  1,  1946,  all  defendants  pleaded  nolo 
contendere,  and  fines  totalling  $10,000  were  imposed. 


I 


306 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Summary  of  Cases 


Co  Inl*  CrT^J^'S^V'  ^^^  ^°'>  ^"^^^^  A^^^^<^  &  Pacific  Tea 
I.O.,  inc.,  Cr.  16153:  Information  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  hied  February  26,  1944,  in  the  District  Court  (ED  IIM 
against  the  defendant  corporation,  11  of  its  subsidiaries,  16  officers  and 

charS  tf aTt^  A^/.'^p""'^^""k  '""'  ^"^  ^"^^^^  relationfcounse! 
^i^^F^^}  '  K,"^  ^  ^  ^'■^"P  ^y  ^>^^"^  o^  '^s  dominant  position  in 
the  industry  is  able  to  control  policies  and  practices  in  the  production 

ofToSD^  pToDUCT^^^  distributionrboth  wholesaleTnd  retan! 

u  c  l<ODUCTS  throughout  the  United  States.  Trial  of  the 
case  before  the  court  without  a  jury  commenced  Apri  16  1945  and 
was  concluded  October  24,  1945.  On  September  21  and  27  1946  the 
Court  found  three  defendants  not  guilty  and  all  remaininfdefen^^^^^^^ 

hng  $175,000.    (67  F.  Supp.  626,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  If  57  491) 
The  defendants  filed  a  notice  of  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Seventh  Circuit  on  October  2,  1946.    The  case  has  been  set  fo? 
hearing  on  January  6,  1949.     (See  No.  746.     Also  see  CarrByoirv 

147  R  %Tdl)  ^''^^'  ^^^  ^^^"  ^^'^^  ^^^^^  ^''''  if^SJ: 

794.  UnitedStatesv.  Eastern  Gas  &  Fuel  Ass'n,Cr.  16544:  In- 
fi^!r^"^u  "'^'  ^^^  ^^^^^""^  l^^  ^^^  Sherman  Act  returned  March  2 
1944  in  the  District  Court  (D.  Mass.)  charging  2  associations,  5  cor^ 
porations  and  9  individuals  with  violation  of  the  antitrust  laws  in 
the  manufacture  sale  and  distribution  of  COKE  for  heating  pur- 
poses  in  the  6  New  England  States.  The  indictment  charges  that 
for  the  purpose  of  manufacture  and  sale.  New  England  has  been 
divided  into  2  zones,  an  eastern  and  a  western.  Coke  manufactured 
in  the  eastern  zone  was  sold  only  in  that  area,  and  coke  manufactured 
m  the  western  zone  was  sold  only  in  the  western  area;  that  manufac- 
tured in  either  zone  was  sold  only  to  dealers  who  agreed  to  purchase 
their  entire  supp  y  from  the  manufacturers  located  in  their  particular 

IT/L  c  K  P  ^-f  ^^'^^"^  ^P  '^"  ?^  P"^^^^'  "P°"  t^^"^s  and  conditions, 
and  to  such  classifications  of  purchasers  as  the  manufacturers  in  each 
zone  dictated.  On  June  11,  1945,  the  court  overruled  defendants' 
f^^TVv  t^V",'^^''tment.  Motions  of  defendants  for  extention  of 
time  for  fi^mg  Bi  Is  of  Exceptions  and  Assignments  of  Error  are 

r?tev,  •  T^  commenced  November  6,  1946,  and  on  December 
6,  1946,  the  jury  found  all  defendants  Not  Guilty. 

9d  '.on^'  r^'^'^f'  ?*^*!,^  ""c  ^^"^  ^""^^  ^^"^^^^  Railroad  Co.,  Civfl 
M    ^\  So^P^'^i""^^"  ^^'^^'^"'  ^  ^"^  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
March  3,  1944,  in  the  District  C:ourt  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  defendant 
railroad,  seven  freight  forwarding  companies,  12  motor  truck  lines 
two  other  corporations  and  an  individual,  charging  restraint  of  com- 

?M^  ?r"T.^T?T7^T^  °^  ^  P^''^  ^^  t^^  business  of  TRANSPORT- 

ING FREI(}HT  in  less  than  carload  lots  in  areas  served  by  the  New 
York  Central  Railroad.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  railroad 
controls  defendant  freight  forwarders  and  motor  carriers  and  that  the 
latters  freight  rates  and  charges  have  been  established  and  maintained 
at  arbitrary  and  noncompetitive  levels.  At  the  request  of  the  War  and 
Navy  Departments  the  case  was  postponed  for  the  duration  of  the  war 
These  requests  have  been  withdrawn  but  no  trial  date  has  yet  been  set* 
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796.  United  States  v.  United  States  Alkali  Export  Ass'n,  Inc., 
Civil  24-464:  Complaint  brought  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  March  16,  1944,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  two 
export  associations,  13  American  manufacturers,  a  British  corporation 
and  its  American  agent,  and  four  coconspirators,  with  conspiring  to 
eliminate  imports  into  this  country  of  ALKALIS,  to  prevent  competi- 
tion with  defendant  domestic  producers  in  the  export  of  alkalis,  and 
to  restrict  production  and  to  fix  prices  of  alkalis  in  the  United  States. 
On  December  26,  1944,  the  court  denied  defendants'  motion  to  dismiss 
the  complaint,  made  on  the  ground  that  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the 
matters  charged  in  the  complaint  is  vested  in  the  first  instance  in  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  by  the  Webb-Pomerene  Act  (15  U.  S.  C. 
61,  62,  65)  and  that,  until  the  Commission  had  made  an  investigation 
and  report  under  that  Act,  the  United  States  was  barred  from  brinpng 
a  proceeding  charging  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act  (58  F.  Supp.  785). 
Defendants  filed  in  the  Supreme  Court  petitions  for  certiorari  under 
Section  262  of  the  Judicial  Code,  seeking  review  of  the  order  denying 
the  motion  to  dismiss.  On  May  21,  1945,  the  Supreme  Court  held  that 
since  the  decision  involved  the  respective  jurisdictions  of  the  district 
court  and  of  a  governmental  agency,  review  by  certiorari  under  Sec- 
tion 262  should  be  granted  and  the  court,  on  the  merits,  affirmed  the 
holding  of  the  district  court  that  the  Webb-Pomerene  Act  did  not 
preclude  bringing  the  suit  before  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  had 
acted  (325  U.  S.  196).  On  July  6.  1945,  the  case  was  dismissed  as  to 
one  defendant  and  it  is  still  pending  as  to  the  other  defendants.  On 
July  16,  1946,  the  court  denied  defendants'  motion  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint, holding  that  service  on  a  wholly-owned  subsidiary  in  New  York 
of  a  London  company  is  valid  service  on  the  parent  corporation.  On 
August  24,  1946,  the  court  filed  an  opinion  denying  defendants'  motion 
for  judgment  on  the  pleadings.  (The  above  decisions  appear  in  CCH 
15M4-1945  Trade  Cases  If  57.322,  57,372,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 
|57,481,  57,482,  57,508.)  Trial  of  the  case  was  concluded  on  March 
31, 1947,  and  the  case  is  now  awaiting  the  decision  of  the  Court. 

797.  United  States  v.  William  S.  Gray  &  Co.,  Cr.  117-66:  Indict- 
ment under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April  5, 1944, 
m  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  21  corporations,  a  trade 
association  and  32  individuals  charging  in  the  first  count  a  conspiracy 
to  fix  the  price,  and  to  monopolize  the  supply,  of  WOOD  ALCOHOL 
METHANOL  sold  in  interstate  commerce;  and  that  production  was 
limited  according  to  production  quotas  allocated  among  the  producers, 
iwo  defendants  were  dismissed  from  the  case  and  all  others  pleaded 
nolo  contendere.  Fines  totalling  $162,522  were  imposed,  of  which 
<>y,5Zl  was  remitted. 

798.  United  States  v.  The  Diamond  Match  Co.,  Civil  25-397- 
Lomplaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  May  1  1944  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  six  American  corporations, 
nve  foreign  companies,  two  American  agents  of  a  Swedish  company 
and  SIX  individuals.  The  complaint  charges  that  defendants  main- 
MATv-u  international  cartel  in  the  manufacture  and  distribution  of 
MATCHES;  allocated  world  markets;  established  production  and 
sales  quotas;  suppressed  inventions  and  improvements  in  the  match 
art ;  controlled  patents,  raw  materials,  chemicals,  machinery,  and  pro- 
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prices  have  been  fixed  by  agreement  with  the  ni;,n;^n5  tSi  .i.?-  ^ 
pany  with  the  approval  ofV^thTrAmSan'deSSs    "*  ^""^ 

selling  of  Swedish  matches  in  the  United  Su^es  re^L^'n  ".  ^'Tr  ^"^ 
and  certain  individuals  are  reauiredtn  rftltt;  ♦{.  *'"?''**  ^''''''^*« 
interests  in  2  domestic  producerTwrthin  a  seated  n/rS^^n"'''",- °^  '*?'=.'' 
leges  are  enjoined  as  to  stock  heW  by  DiamonJ  ?'"fh^  J"^'",^^'?-^'- 

LTrE^dXT^^uS^srni^atcS  if^^^^^^^^^^ 

exporters;  further  s"ockaca^Lhion  ?,' "°l"*J'«^"'">"atory  prices  to  all 
of  Eddy  who  mav  so  senre  fnr  <;  ™  one  defendant  on  the  board 

799.     United  States  v.  Rufus  Dewitt  Kin^  Cr  iqiA7.    t  j-  . 
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On  August  25,  1948,  an  order  overruling  a  motion  to  dismiss  the 
indictment  as  to  the  following  dissolved  corporations  was  made: 
Small  Loan  Brokerage  Corp.,  Majestic  Brokerage  Corp.,  Empire 
Investment  Corp.,  Paramount  Investment  Corp.,  and  the  Walnut 
Finance  Co. 

On  August  26,  1948,  an  opinion  was  rendered  granting  severance 
as  to  each  defendant,  and  on  August  30,  1948,  an  order  was  made 
denying  the  motion  of  defendants  J.  S.  Charles  and  Larry  B.  Hines 
to  transfer  this  cause  as  to  them  to  the  Atlanta  Division  of  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  Ga.). 

800.  United  States  v.  Household  Finance  Corp.,  Cr.  13148:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  6,  1944, 
in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Texas)  charging  two  high-rate  and  three 
so-called  "legal  rate"  small  loan  chains,  six  other  corporations  and  18 
individuals,  with  agreeing  on  a  division  of  territory  whereby  certain 
states  were  reserved  for  high  INTEREST  RATE  operations,  by  the 
legal  rate  chains  not  attempting  to  secure  enactment  of  regulatory 
legislation  in  certain  states  and  the  high-rate  chains  not  opposing  such 
legislation  in  other  states.  On  October  18,  1944,  an  order  of  nolle 
prosequi  was  entered  as  to  all  defendants. 

801.  United  States  v.  The  Barre  Granite  Ass'n,  Inc.,  Cr.  5287: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  22,  1944, 
in  the  District  Court  (Vt.)  against  defendant  association,  25  corporate 
members  and  34  individuals  charging  price-fixing  on  sales  of  MONU- 
MENTAL GRANITE  in  the  form  of  rough  stock  and  on  sales  of 
monumental  granite  after  it  had  been  processed  and  finished.  The 
indictment  charges  that  defendants  agreed  on  price  schedules  which 
were  circulated  among  themselves  and  boycotted  any  manufacturer 
failing  to  adhere  to  the  agreed  prices,  that  membership  in  the  associa- 
tion was  prerequisite  to  the  purchase  of  rough  stock,  and  that  prohibi- 
tive initiation  fees  were  required  for  membership.  Defendants  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere  December  21,  1944,  and  fines  aggregating 
$75,000  were  imposed  against  all  except  one  individual  who  was  dis- 
missed on  February  27,  1947. 

802.  United  States  v.  National  Lead  Co.,  Civil  26-258 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  24,  1944 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  three  corporations  alleging 
the  creation  of  a  world  wide  cartel  in  TITANIUM  COMPOUNDS 
in  conspiracy  with  substantially  all  the  important  chemical  companies 
of  the  world.  Trial  of  the  case  commenced  December  4,  1944,  and  on 
July  5,  1945,  the  court  held  that  the  defendants  had  violated  the  anti- 
trust laws  through  participation  in  an  international  cartel  based  prin- 
cipally on  private  international  agreements,  and  that  their  agreements 
creating  a  world-wide  patent  pool  and  embracing  a  division  of  the 
worid  into  exclusive  territories  with  respect  to  both  patent  protected 
commodities  and  unpatented  products,  for  the  purpose  and  with  the 
etfect  of  suppressing  imports  into  and  exports  from  the  United  States 
are  unlawful  under  the  Sherman  Act  (63  F.  Supp.  513,  CCH  1944-1945 
^r?^^  Cases  ^57,394).  A  final  decree  entered  October  11,  1945  pro- 
vided for  the  cancellation  of  all  agreements  found  in  violation  of  the 
^nerman  Act,  including  those  between  defendants  and  certain  foreign 
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corporations  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  •  nrH^r.^  a  f    a 

Court  ask  n^llJ^t  ti,^  •  S        ^^"^  ^^-  ^^^^  ^  petition  in  the  District 

lo^i^.i    2    ^  agreements  in  existence  for  many  vears     On  T«««  -i? 

international  carTelT't?4^£  tet'Se'th/shS" V"; 
and  that  the  duPont  NaHnn^i  t  l^T  y/o^aiea  tne  bherman  Act 

i»dfi.*°?^    "?^**?  ^**.***  X-  Association  of  American  Railroads*  Civil 
246:     Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  »v,»  cV?  a'.T,    . 

August  23,  1944,  in  the  District  Court  (Neb  )  aeainSde7en"d,^*A'''''' 
ciation,  the  Western  Association  of  Railway  Efecutves  two  1    """J 

Zt^lrT  '^"'r?'  '^  '^•"°^''^  ^"^  3lTnd^iviS  ;ifargr/a™om 
bmation  to  ma.ntam  noncompetitive  TRANSPORTATION  RATE^ 

I?ES  aT^AcTATTF*.^  •™Pr''"'"'^  '"  'l'*  RAILROAdIeIv^ 
i!r        ^"°  FACILITIES  m  the  western  part  of  the  United  State, 
The  complamt  alleges  that  defendants  have  been  DartiM  to  ,„  ,!f 
ment  which  established  an  officer  who  acted  as '^arS'^nraf^e^ 
relating  to  transportation  rates  and  service  in  the  w7ct»L      '".alters 
the  United  States,  and  that  defendarp^rird^ateTb^rr^^^^^^^^^^^ 
fixing  of  non-competitive  rates  and  the  coercion  of  western  railroads 
from  reducing  rates  and  improving  services  and  facilitiel     nl  % 
tember  27  1945,  the  court  ov'errule^d  defendLt^atae  n^o^bnst 
dismiss  the  complaint  or  to  strike  certain  portions  and  deniTd  defend 
ants'  motion  for  a  b  11  of  particulars  exrent  a.  ♦„  ♦    aen'.ea  detend- 
(4  F.  R.  D.  510,  CCH  1944-r9^5  TraX  c"«f57417rOnTn  'iT 
1947,  the  trial  commenced  with  the  introLtiL  ofYh^e  G^ve^'m  n^s 
documentary  evidence,  and  complaint  was  dismissed  agakist Tfndi- 
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•In  State  of  Georgia  v.  The  Pennsylvania 
Railroad  Company,  the  State  of  Georgia 
has  brought  a  case  In  the  Supreme  Court 
as  a  court  of  original  Jurisdiction,  alleging 
that  the  railroads  are  parties  to  a  con- 
spiracy under  which  freight  rates  discrim- 
inatory   against    the    South    have    been 


established,  and  which  have  had  th»  effect 
SouTTy^i  ^5«  in^uitrla,  VogVsVofthI 
fhA  .1^-  *^u^"'5^**  ^^^^^^  Intervened  on 
the  side  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  was 
brougM  to  trial  March  18.  1946'' UU  MtSi 


vidual  defendants.    On  February  3,  1948,  34  other  individual  defend- 
ants were  dismissed. 

804.  United  States  v.  William  S.  Gray  Co.,  Civil  27-145 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  29,  1944, 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  22  manufacturing  and 
selling  concerns,  a  trade  association,  and  32  individuals  alleging  a  con- 
spiracy to  restrain  and  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  in  WOOD 
ALCOHOL  (METHANOL).  The  complaint  alleges  that  practically 
all  producers  in  the  United  States  sold  only  through  one  company  or 
upon  terms  fixed  by  it  and  that  production  was  limited  by  defendants' 
conspiracy.  On  January  13,  1945,  the  court  dismissed  the  complaint  as 
moot  as  to  a  corporation  which  had  been  dissolved  and  as  to  an  in- 
dividual who  had  terminated  his  connection  with  the  corporation 
charged  with  violating  the  Act  (59  F.  Supp.  665,  CCH  1944-1945 
Trade  Cases  ^  57,331).  The  case  has  been  removed  from  the  trial  calen- 
dar subject  to  being  restored  upon  five  days'  notice. 

805.  United  States  v.  Hart-Carter  Company,  Civil  1209:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  August  30, 
1944,  in  the  District  Court  (Minn.)  against  defendant  company,  sole 
American  manufacturer  of  GRAIN  DISK  SEPARATORS,  and  two  of 
its  officials  charging  them  with  maintaining  a  cartel  agreement  with 
an  English  company,  the  sole  manufacturer  of  grain  disk  separators 
outside  the  United  States.  The  complaint  charges  that  the  cartel 
agreement  divided  trade  territories  throughout  the  world  and  that  there 
was  a  price-fixing  agreement  as  to  certain  "open  territory."  Trial 
commenced  June  20,  1945,  and  on  December  11,  1945,  the  court  dis- 
missed the  case  upon  the  ground  that  the  illegal  cartel  agreement  had 
been  terminated  before  the  Government  filed  its  suit  and  that,  upon  the 
evidence,  there  was  no  reasonable  probability  that  defendants  would 
renew  their  former  conspiracy  (63  F.  Supp.  982,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade 
Cases  ^57,425), 

806.  United  States  v.  Borax  Consolidated,  Ltd.,  Cr.  28900-S :  In- 
dictment under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Septem- 
ber 14,  1944,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  7  corporations 
and  11  individuals  engaged  in  the  business  of  mining,  processing, 
manufacturing,  selling  and  distributing  crude  BORATES,  BORAX 
and  BORIC  ACID,  charging  defendants  with  acquiring  control  of 
virtually  the  entire  world  supply  by  acquisitions  and  trade  practices 
which  have  prevented  competition  by  American  firms ;  allocating  for- 
eign and  domestic  markets  and  customers ;  and  agreeing  upon  restric- 
tive selling  and  distributing  methods,  terms  and  conditions,  including 
the  prices  at  which  those  products  are  sold.  On  August  16,  1945,  all 
except  two  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere.  Subsequently  the 
two  remaining  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere.  Fines  in 
the  total  amount  of  $153,500  were  imposed  on  all  defendants.  (See 
No.  807.)  ^ 

807.  United  States  v.  Borax  Consolidated,  Ltd.,  Civil  23690G: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  seven  corporations  and  11  individuals 
^^igaged  in  the  business  of  mining,  processing,  manufacturing,  selling 
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and   distributing  crude   BORATES.   BORAX   and   BORIC  ACID 
charging  defendants  with  acquiring  control  of  virtually  the  entire 
world  supply  by  acquisitions  and  trade  practices  which  have  prevented 
competition  by  American  firms;  allocating  foreign  and  domestic  mar 
kets  and  customers;  and  agreeing  upon  restrictive  selling  and  distribut- 

ZdTcu  ,4'  l^T  n  •!  '=°?**'''°n«'  including  the  prices\t  which  those 
products  are  sold     Defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  upon 
the  ground    hat  the  alleged  conspiracy  was  terminated  prior  to l^h 
pLV^'h"'  ""1*^^^^"^*  *''**  ^*':  **°  y'=*'"^  P"°^  thereto  the  Alien  Property 
on  Tulv  27  ^^^*''.''  •*':?*?   ""^  ^^  "^'"^'^'l  coconspirator.    The  S 
raised^ZM^^V  k"'**^  ^^l"  7°/'°"'  •*?'*^'"^  *''^'  ^^e  question  which  it 
rr-H   iq^1q2?*J^*  J'*?.'^'''^  ^'■°'"  ^^^  pleadings  (62  F.  Supp.  220 
Au^usTm^^  Trorf.  Cojw  If  57,410).     A  consent  decree  entered 
™;^1     'if      ;.^-^"i^^*  *"  ^^"P*  °""=  defendant  enjoined  most  of  the 
practices  alleged  in  the  complaint  and  provided  for  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  for  specified  borate  producing  properties  owned  bv  cer- 
tain defendants   (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  C««  II 57  410)      An  order 
was  entered  on  September  25,  1946,  amending  paragraph  VIII  of  the 
final  decree  to  describe  more  accurately  the  Thomp!on%roperties    A 

D^veLn^'/?  r'■^^^^*°  H  '^"^'ning  defendant  Gold  Fields  American 
Development  Co.,  Ltd.,  on  September  28, 1945.  The  sale  of  receivershio 
property  was  confirmed  by  the  Court  on  December  10,  1947.   (See  No 

,i»f,°7'    Y'^-^  States  V.   Ice   Refrigeration   Company.   Inc..   Cr. 

n.;  K  ■  iA  fjSir^"'  !?"*^A-  ^^"'^"  '  °^  ^^^  Sherman  Act  returned 
October  16,  1944,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  four 
trade  associations,  18  corporations  and  eight  individuals  with  restrain- 
mg  trade  in  the  manufacture,  distribution  and  sale  of  ICE  in  the  New 
York  metropolitan  area.  The  indictment  charges  that  the  four  asso- 
ciations were  the  exclusive  sales  agents  for  their  respective  manufac- 
turer members;  that  the  metropolitan  New  York  area  was  divided  into 
zones  of  operation,  with  the  right  to  manufacture  and  sell  ice  within 
each  zone  restricted  to  a  particular  association  and  its  members;  that 
manufacturers  and  distributors  who  refused  to  join  a  defendant  asso- 
ciation were  excluded  from  doing  business  in  the  metropolitan  area; 
that  each  association  limited  the  amount  of  ice  manufactured  and  dis- 
tributed by  each  member;  and  that  each  defendant  manufacturer 
received  a  fixed  percentage  of  the  profits  of  the  association  of  which 
he  was  a  member.  On  July  12,  1945,  all  defendants  but  three  pleaded 
nolo  contendere  and  fines  totalling  $125,000  were  imposed.  On  Decem- 
Der  lU,  1^45,  an  order  of  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  as  to  the  three 
remaining  defendants. 

fii  A^U  ^c"'*'-''  ^*.^*?  Z-  ^l"*  Material  Co..  Civil  1696:  Complaint 
filed  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  in  the  District  Court  (E  D 
Wis.)  charging  12  corporations  with  conspiring  to  fix,  maintain  and 
control  prices  on  the  sale  of  DROP-OUT  FUSE  CUTOUTS  dis- 
tributed throughout  the  United  States.    It  is  alleged  that  Line  and 

i^y     -^S'i  °"^u.*^''°r'"^;^"^'"^  agreements,  agreed  to  make,  use  and 
sell,  with  the  right  in  Southern  to  sub-license  others  to  make  and  sell 
drop-out  fuse  cutouts  under  various  patents  held  by  the  two  com- 
panies.   It  was  agreed  that  royalties  should  be  divided  between  the 
two  parties  and  that  prices  for  drop-out  fuses  made  and  sold  under 


I 


the  licenses  and  under  sub-licenses  to  other  manufacturers  would  be 
fixed  by  agreement  between  Line  and  Southern.  Subsequently,  the 
other  defendants  as  prospective  licensees  met  and  discussed  the  prices 
to  be  fixed,  requested  that  licensing  and  pricing  be  carried  out  through 
Line  instead  of  Southern  and  drafted  licenses  on  this  basis.  The  suit 
seeks  abrogation  of  the  illegal  licenses  a  permanent  injunction  against 
their  enforcement  or  observance,  and  an  injunction  against  Line  and 
Southern  from  instituting  or  prosecuting  any  suit  for  infringement  of 
the  patents  involved,  and  from  reissuing  any  other  licenses  containing 
price-fixing  provisions.  Trial  of  the  case  commenced  September  10, 
1945,  and  was  concluded  September  17,  1945.  On  March  6,  1946,  the 
Court  found  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  dismissed  the  case,  holding 
that  the  patents  cross-licensed  were  complementary  and  not  competi- 
tive and  the  situation  was  governed  by  the  holding  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Co.  (272  U.  S.  476)  (64  F. 
Supp.  970,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^  57 ,455) .  On  May  29,  1946, 
the  Court  denied  the  Government's  motion  to  amend  the  judgment, 
findings  of  fact,  and  conclusions  of  law.  An  appeal  was  taken  July 
26, 1946.  On  April  29,  1947,  the  case  was  argued  in  the  Supreme  Court 
and  on  June  9,  1947,  the  case  was  restored  to  the  calendar  for  re-argu- 
ment. On  March  8,  1948,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  (333  U.  S.  287, 68  S.  Ct.  550,  CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,225).  On  October  4,  1948,  a  final  judg- 
ment was  entered  pursuant  to  the  mandate  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
On  October  18,  1948,  the  Government's  motion  to  amend  the  final 
judgment  was  granted.  The  judgment  was  so  modified  as  to  include 
an  interpretation  of  the  "minimum  price  provisions." 

810.  United  States  v.  Allegheny  Ludlum  Steel  Corp.,  Cr.  2793C: 
Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  November  15,  1944  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  charging 
18  corporations  and  six  of  their  officers  with  a  conspiracy  to  fix  and 
maintain  prices  for  STAINLESS  STEEL  by  means  of  patent  licensing. 
The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  circulated  so-called  Advance 
Information  among  themselves  to  make  certain  that  their  stainless 
steel  bids  for  Government  purchases  were  identical  and  to  assure  main- 
tenance of  their  price  structure.  On  February  17,  1945,  all  defendants 
pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  fines  aggregating  $240,000  were  imposed. 
(See  No.  815.) 

811.  United  States  v.  Klearflax  Linen  Looms,  Inc.,  Civil  429: 
Complaint  under  Section  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  24, 
1944,  in  the  District  Court  (Minn.)  charging  that  defendant  corpora- 
tion, the  sole  American  manufacturer  of  LINEN  RUGS  and  CARPETS, 
had  monopolized  or  attempted  to  monopolize  the  business  of  selling 
such  products  to  the  Government.  Trial  of  the  case  commenced  May 
1,  1945,  and  was  concluded  May  8,  1945.  On  September  6,  1945,  the 
court  held  that  defendant,  by  refusing  to  sell  to  one  of  its  distributors 
because  it  had  competitively  bid  for  a  Government  contract  and  by 
warning  its  other  distributors  not  to  sell  to  such  distributor,  had 
exercised  its  right  to  select  its  customers  for  the  purpose  of  achieving 
an  illegal  result  and  had  undertaken  an  illegal  monopolization  of  sales 
to  the  Government   (63  F.  Supp.  32,  CCH   1944-1945   Trade  Cases 
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2  of  the  Sherman  Aci' filed  ^ceLlr^'^^^^ 

through,  and  the  terms  on  wh  rh    1.^  *°  '"°"°Po"«  the  channels 
suits  Ire  made  for  the  metrooolitanV,    ^'''T'  i"^  *"'"""'  <='°«'<''  "nd 

rnation  charees  con<>nirar;Ac  f/>  ^-»^*  •  *  t  *^^^*-''^a^^*-  ine  infor- 
the  channels  throulh  and  th^  ,  "^  *"'*  u^?"""°'  ''"<'  '°  monopolize 
cloaks  and  uits  are  made  for  the  r/,  °"  T''"''  ''"'^'"«  °f  ^^"S", 
defendants  pleaded  Zo  contender.T'^K^^'^*"'  '"^"^t^y-  All 
totalling  $10^00  wte"tpo°e?t^e  Nos^sTr^ni^^.r'  '"" 

^K-  ^}^'  _,^"J5^^  ^*^^^s  V.  General  Electric  Co    Civil  4S  7«j  r.    r- 
plaint  under  Section  1  nf  th^  qu^  a       ^"•»  i'^vu  45-75-C:    Com- 

the  Wilson  Tariff  Ac    fi  ed  fn  th."??".^'''  A"^  ^"''°"''  ^3  and  74  of 

eign  companies  confpfred  to  H^vIh^.^'"  and  certain  coconspirator  for- 
areas,  with  the  Un!?K,?.  i  *  ^^\'"°^\'i  '"to  exclusive  marketing 
agreed  to' grt't  Si'  re^SsTvfrfc  ut^^^^^^^  ^4 

order  requiring  comSr!  ^?.. '""^"°",  °1  ^""^  P^'^'^*'"^  ^''^g^d-  »» 
divestiture  bTdefenZntfJfh"''"^  °^*''*  P^'^"t«  involved,  knd 

conspirators':^  ^Ks\Tas2Jl^A"bee^*  sett  3^"'^^  "^"^^  ^ 

Comprint  uSe^'s^eSsYanSo^^^^^^^  ^*".'  ^".?'-  ^''^^  «-«3  = 
1945,  in  the  District  Court  (N   J)  chaSn^^^^ 

conspiracy  to  fix  and  maintain  pries  of  S^MNLESSSTFFt"''k* 
means  of  patent  licensino-  t»,- -  ,  ■  •^\^^^'^'^oi>  bTEEL  by- 
numerous  fndusrfmeS,  JnLifP'u"*  •?•"*=«!*"  **>«  »>y  '"'ans  of 
containing  prScbraXment^°^"f  utilization  of  patent  licenses 
stainless  fteel  produced  hfthll  a'^Iu^''"''*"*^  ''^^*  ^'"'^'^  P^ces  for 
Departments  tr[^i^f»».^     ^-    ^^  *''*  '■^l"^**  o^  the  War  and  Navv 

wa?  5^™  October  25  19^Vf  T^'P""''*  ^^ll  '''*  duration  of  th^ 
against  18  leadW  stkinl^,'  IJT^  *'°"'*"*  judgment  was  entered 
filing  prices,  eSan^Tdva^n^^  inTorSnT^  tZ^ 
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uniform  bidding  on  government  contracts,  and  requiring  the  issuance 
of  licenses  under  patents  to  any  applicant  upon  reasonable  royalties. 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1162,330.)  (See 
No.  810.) 

816.  United  States  v.  De  Beers  Consolidated  Mines,  Ltd.,  Civil 
29-446:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and 
Section  73  of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act  filed  January  29,  1945,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  nine  foreign  corporations  and 
seven  of  their  American  representatives  charging  a  conspiracy  to  re- 
strain and  monopolize  the  foreign  trade  of  the  United  States  in  GEM 
and  INDUSTRIAL  DIAMONDS.  The  complaint  alleged  that  de- 
fendants have  95%  of  the  world's  diamond  production ;  that  they  have 
agreed  that  all  diamonds  produced  by  them  shall  be  sold  through  a 
single  selling  agency  and  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  set  by  defend- 
ants; that  they  have  restricted  import  of  diamonds  into  the  United 
States ;  and  that  the  conspiracy  has  been  carried  out  in  part  v^ithin  the 
United  States.  On  application  of  the  Government,  the  court  issued 
a  temporary  restraining  order,  and  subsequently  issued  a  preliminary 
injunction,  enjoining  the  withdrawal  or  other  disposition  of  assets  of 
the  corporate  defendants  located  in  the  United  States  until  the  issues 
in  the  cause  should  be  determined  and  defendants  should  have  com- 
plied with  any  order  which  the  court  might  enter  (CCH  1944-1945 
Trade  Cases  1(57,354).  On  petitions  by  defendants  for  review  of  this 
decision  by  the  Supreme  Court  by  writs  of  certiorari  under  Section  262 
of  the  Judicial  Code,  the  Supreme  Court  on  May  21,  1945,  held  that 
since  the  District  Court's  action  was  attacked  as  a  usurpation  of  power, 
it  was  proper  to  issue  the  writs,  and  held,  on  the  merits,  that  neither 
Section  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  nor  Section  262  of  the  Judicial  Code 
authorized  the  injunction  which  the  District  Court  had  issued  (325 
U.  S.  212,  CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  1157,373).  On  April  22,  1948, 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  granted  the  defendants'  (foreign 
corporations)  motions  to  quash  the  service  of  summons  and  to  dis- 
miss the  complaint  for  lack  of  jurisdiction  over  their  persons.  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,248.)  On  August  24, 
1948,  an  order  was  entered  discontinuing  the  action  as  to  three  indi- 
vidual defendants.  On  January  13,  1949,  the  remaining  three  defend- 
ants were  dismissed. 

817.  United  States  v.  Growers  Finance  Corp.,  Civil  914:  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  2,  1945,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  Ind.)  against  defendant  corporation,  alleging 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  the  sale  in  the  In- 
dianapolis market  of  out-of-state  PRODUCE  during  periods  of  market 
gluts.  On  March  2,  1945,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  declaring 
illegal  a  provision  of  the  uniform  contract  under  which  defendant 
leases  stands,  providing  that  produce  shipped  from  distant  points  may 
be  kept  off  the  market  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  market  master,  the  sale 
of  such  produce  will  be  in  harmful  competition  with  the  sale  of  home 
grown  produce  and  enjoining  defendant  from  maintaining  any  plan  to 
discriminate  against  produce  on  the  basis  of  the  area  of  production 
(CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Caj(?^  1[  57,345). 
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818.  United  States  v.  Westinghouse  Electric  Mfg.  Co.,  Civil  5152  • 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  73  of  the 
Wilson  Tariff  Act  filed  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  April  12  1945 
against  defendant  corporation  and  a  subsidiary  allegng  a  conspirrcv 
between  them  and  two  German  companies  to  restrain  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  in  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT.  The  comp^^^^^^ 
alleges  that  the  parties  divided  trade  territories  and  agreed  to  exXnge 
exclusively  between  each  other  both  know-how  and  rights  under  their 
present  and  future  patents.    The  case  is  pending. 

Civi\\l\^^'^r^  ^T^^  ""•  ¥^'c^*  Truckmen's  Ass'n  of  New  York. 

filed  inHMO  1Q4?'^^^T'  U""^""  ^""'^^"^  ^  ^"^  ^  of  the  Sherman  Ac 
hied  April  19,  1945,  in  the  district  court  (S.  D.  N.  Y  )  aeainst  two  traH#» 

associations,  40  corporations,  and  36  individuals  aliS  a  c^rS^^ 

FRmTq"..^"  vl^^^  the  business  of  TRUCKING  FRESH 

l^RUITS  and  VEGETABLES  in  the  New  York  area.    The  comolaint 

maT/t  'be 'dlf  "'T'%'.^^  ^^^"^^^f^  ^^^^  ^»  P^^^^^  '^  the  NewTork 
market  be  de  ivered  either  in  trucks  of  the  receivers  or  in  trucks  of 

truckmen  designated  by  receivers  and  that  buyers  desfring  t^  make 

delivery  in  their  own  trucks  were  required  to  pay  a  penX  fe^    A 

consent  decree  was  entered  on  the  same  date  prohibiting  continuancC 

of^th^^practices  alleged  (CCH  1944-1945  TradVcases^^^^^^^^^ 

820.  United  States  v.  United  States  Machine  Corp.,  Civil  45C620  • 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed^May  3    1945  in 

he  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  defendant  alleJnTa  conspiracy 
mItIcVoaL''^^^^  ^"  l'^  ^^il?  ^"^  distrifutfon  TaStO^ 

alWe.  tW  ^^  ^  S^^^^  ^"  ^^^  ^^^^^^^  ^^<^^-  The  complaint 
tr  Knf        }  defendant  made  agreements  with  manufacturers  or  dis- 

t  eS^^^  ^^  "^  P"^^^'  '^'"^'^  ^"^  conditions  of  sale;  that 

It  established  a  bid  depository  or  reporting  system  under  which  nrices 
or  quotations  were  made  available  to  an/competitorrand  tha^t^iras' 

Sierf '  O^'ti;"'''"'^^^  ^^^^^"  pre^ferent?al  rights  to  deal  Uh 
customers  On  the  same  day,  a  consent  decree  was  entered  enioinine 
the  alleged  practices.    (CCH  1944-1945  Trade  Cases  ^  57  370)  '^""'^'"'"^ 

821.  United  States  V.  Electric  Storage  Battery  Co    Civil  3 1-22  s- 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  Tied  M^    6     SV 

rntn.   •    ^^  <^harging  that  they,  with  certain  co-conspirator  forei^ 

rTttfptfq^IP'''^'^  • ""  ^^^^^^^"  commerce  in  ELECTRIC  STORAGE 
^Al  ILKILS  by  maintaining  cartel  agreements  dividing  world  mar- 

prtLTe's  anf  tf /h"-PTr'  and  future  patents,  unpatente^dTnventlS^s, 
processes  and  technical  knowledge  owned  or  to  be  acquired  relating 

IdaotT.  rlr/"^  '^^'  ^J  ^'?^"^^  ^^"^"^^'  ^'^'^  ^"^h  patents  S 
adapting,  regis  enng,  and  using  uniform  and  identical  trade  i^arks 

in  their  respective  exclusive  territories.    The  complaint  asks  th^t  the 

nieTa"  th^^'Tlect' v'cfr  '^'^S'^'^^^  ^?>'  co-cons Jiratorste  declared 
'I  u  \'J  Electric  Storage  Battery  Co.  be  required  to  dispose  of 
ts  holdings  and  other  interests  in  Chloride  Electric  Storage  Co  and 
trade  nam';' ^'  Tr^'f  ^''^"^  continuing  use  of  trade  mark^and  other 
24  m7  .  .o  *,^^^^^^"^t^  the  division  of  markets.  On  November 
^%  1^4/,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  terminating  and  enjoining 


cartel  agreements  and  use  of  patents,  trademarks  and  manufacturing 
information  to  restrict  imports  and  exports.  Electric  Storage  Battery 
Co.  is  required  to  license  questioned  patents  to  competing  manufac- 
turers at  reasonable  royalties  and  to  transfer  stock  interest  in  Chloride 
Electric  Storage  Co.  (England)  to  trustee.  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade 
Cases  H  57,645.) 

822.  United  States  v.  Libbey-Owens-Ford  Glass  Co.,  Civil  5239 : 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act,  Sections  2,  3 
and  7  of  the  Clayton  Act,  and  Section  73  of  the  Wilson  Tariff  Act,  filed 
May  23,  1945,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio)  charging  nine  manu- 
facturers, 16  of  their  officers,  and  a  trade  association  with  conspiring 
to  restrain  and  to  monopolize  the  production,  processing,  distribution, 
and  sale  of  FLAT  GLASS  in  the  United  States.  An  amended  com- 
plaint was  filed  March  19,  1946.  On  August  22,  1946  a  final  decree 
was  entered  as  to  Corning  Glass  Works,  requiring  Corning  to  divest 
itself  of  stock  in  American  Security  Co. ;  requiring  compulsory  licens- 
ing at  reasonable  royalties  under  patents  relating  to  flat  glass ;  and 
enjoining  Corning  from  observing  any  restriction  as  a  condition  to  the 
exchange  of  information  regarding  present  and  future  patents  or  any 
restriction  which  limits  imports  or  exports  of  flat  glass  (CCH  1946- 
1947  Trade  Cases  1(57,489).  Trial  of  the  case  commenced  on  March 
1,  1948  and  on  March  5,  1948,  one  individual  defendant  was  dismissed. 
The  Government's  case  was  concluded  on  May  10,  1948.  On  October 
30,  1948,  a  consent  judgment  was  signed  by  9  corporations  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1162,323). 

823.  United  States  v.  Affiliated  Ladies  Apparel  Carriers  Ass'n, 
of  the  Eastern  Area,  Inc.,  Civil  31-682:  Complaint  under  Sections 
1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  14,  1945  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  27  corporations  and  78  individuals  with 
conspiracy  to  control  DELIVERY  SERVICES  within  the  New  York 
GARMENT  INDUSTRY  to  and  from  other  states.  The  complaint 
charges  conspiracies  to  restrict  and  control  and  to  monopolize  the 
channels  through  which  and  the  terms  on  which  deliveries  of  dresses, 
cloaks  and  suits  are  made  for  the  metropolitan  garment  industry.  On 
June  10,  1948,  the  complaint  was  dismissed  as  to  all  defendants.  (See 
Nos.  812,  813  and  824.) 

824.  United  States  v.  Cloak  and  Suit  Trucking  Ass'n,  Inc.,  Civil 
31-683:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
June  14,  1945  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  19  corpo- 
rations and  51  individuals  with  a  conspiracy  to  control  DELIVERY 
SERVICES  within  the  New  York  GARMENT  INDUSTRY.  The 
complaint  charges  conspiracies  to  restrict  and  control  and  to  mon- 
opolize the  channels  through  which  and  the  terms  on  which  deliveries 
of  dresses,  cloaks  and  suits  are  made  for  the  metropolitan  garment 
industry.  On  June  10,  1948,  the  complaint  was  dismissed  as  to  all 
defendants.    (See  Nos.  812,  813  and  823.) 

825.  United  States  v.  American  Locomotive  Co.,  Civil  545 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  20,  1945,  in  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.  Ind.)  against  certain  manufacturing  companies, 
a  patent  holding  company,  and  a  trade  association  alleging  a  conspiracy 


318 


Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Summary  of  Cases 


iTrican  rcol[°  'r°'"  agreements  that  s^ublkenses  grS  g 
/imerican  1-ocomolive  Company  conta  n  tvin^  clau^PQ      Am3.^^     i     ^ 

railway  springs  and  spring  plates.     Universal  Ralway  Devices  Co 

ident[rlf  VJ  ^"^S'"S^  conspiracy  to  fix  and  maintain  unreasonable 

dMiCTa  ed  as  •  W  °^"  ""^Z  f'T"^  exclusively  by  rail,  certain  mills  are 
o«hHu    J  r        J  ^  '^'"*   ^"^  ^"  Others  are  des  gnated  as  "non-base  milU  " 

=«^"  .""•..  ^''^  complaint  seeks  the  dissolution  of  defendant  trade 

Hqutdated  dismissed  on   the  ground  that  it  had   been 

An^u^^'r  ""■'**'^  ^**}**  "•  Women's  Sportwear  Mfrs.  Ass'n  Civil 
?94?  i„^r?>'^'"*  "?.^'^''  ^"*'°"  1  °f  the  Sherman  Act  filed  lilv  23 
S  Officers  "nd23?„"n?  (Ma«.). charging  defendant  associa.iS  Vu; 
o  KSd  bllcklisHn^  ,'  r'  ""''}  conspiring  to  force,  under  threat 
WEAR  in  th-  °'^cWisting.  all  manufacturers  of  WOMEN'S  SPORTS- 
fnr  tW.  c  ".  u-  °V°"  ?T*^  '°  contract  exclusively  with  the  Association 
he  Asso  SandT''  ^"T"ff-  '^^^  ^"''  ^^l^^  the  Court  to  d  solve 
and  memberf of  th^  ^  '''""'•  ^"  "elusive  contracts  between  jobbers 
tembTrT;  im  Trl^'f?u^"°"-  °"^  defendant  was  dismissed  Sep- 
Ir^^  tS  '       u      ,i^'  °^  t''^  case  was  cone  uded  on  Februarv  28  1947 

on  the^ru^d'tw'th  ?^'' ''''  Di^'-^Cou^t  dismissed  the SpaS 
on  me  ground  that  there  was  no  restraint  found  upon  interstate  com- 
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merce.    (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  If  57,650.)    Case  is  on  appeal  to 
the  Supreme  Court. 

828.  United  States  v.  International  Salt  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil  32-310: 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act  filed  July  26,  1945,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
charging  defendant  corporation  and  two  of  its  officers  with  violating 
the  Sherman  and  Clayton  Acts  by  making  restrictive  lease  agreements 
for  the  use  of  two  patented  devices  which  require  lessees  to  purchase 
their  SALT  from  defendant  corporation  or  to  relinquish  the  two  pat- 
ented devices.  The  Government's  motion  for  summary  judgment  was 
granted  November  21,  1946  as  to  defendant  corporation,  the  two  indi- 
vidual defendants  being  dismissed.  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 
1(57,510).  A  final  judgment  was  entered  on  December  27,  1946,  can- 
celling the  illegal  provisions  of  the  agreements,  enjoining  suits  for 
past  infringement,  enjoining  the  defendant  from  removing  its  machines 
from  the  premises  of  any  lessee  because  he  used  salt  made  by 
others  than  the  defendant,  and  ordering  the  defendant  to  offer  to 
lease,  sell  or  license  the  use  of  its  machines  to  any  applicant  on  non- 
discriminatory terms,  provided  that  (A)  machines  are  available, 
(B)  defendant  is  offering  such  machines  for  lease,  sale  or  license 
within  the  United  States,  (C)  cash  payment  or  security  is  given  to 
any  person  not  having  proper  credit  rating,  and  (D)  any  person  now 
having  a  lease  agreement  may  elect  to  retain  his  rights  under  the  exist- 
ing lease  or  to  enter  into  a  lease,  sale  or  license  contract.  Upon  appeal, 
the  Supreme  Court  on  November  10,  1947,  affirmed  the  summary  judg- 
ment entered  by  the  lower  court  (332  U.  S.  392,  CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1(62,201)  holding  that  International  Salt's 
lease  of  patented  machines,  on  condition  that  the  lessees  purchased  their 
salt  from  it,  violated  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of 
the  Clayton  Act.  It  also  sustained  a  provision  in  the  judgment  requir- 
ing International  Salt  to  sell  or  lease  without  discrimination  the 
machines  in  question  despite  the  fact  there  was  no  indication  that 
appellant  would  discriminate,  if  the  provision  was  deleted.  In  a  memo- 
randum opinion  on  April  1,  1948,  the  modification  of  judgment  was 
authorized  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  K  62.270). 
On  April  14,  1948,  the  judgment  was  modified  to  permit  the  defendant 
to  reduce  its  rental,  sale  price  or  royalty,  where,  when,  and  to  the 
extent  necessary  in  good  faith,  to  meet  competition. 

^  829.  United  States  v.  Permutit  Company,  Civil  32-394 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  31,  1945,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  defendant  company  and  an 
officer  with  restraining  commerce  in  WATER  CONDITIONING 
APPARATUS  and  materials.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants 
and  five  co-conspirator  foreign  companies  have  suppressed  all  compe- 
tition between  themselves  by  dividing  world  markets,  by  granting 
exclusive  patent  rights  and  technical  information  to  each  other  and  by 
agreeing  upon  exclusive  territorial  allocations  for  the  use  of  the  trade- 
mark "Permutit."    The  case  is  pending. 

830.  United  States  v.  Washington  Culvert  and  Pipe  Co.,  Cr. 
w24 :  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
August  8, 1945,  in  the  district  court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  charging  six  corpo- 
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rations  and  seven  of  their  officers  with  conspiring  to  restrain  and  to 
monopohze  interstate  commerce  in  METAL  CULVERTS  in  certain 
northwestern  states.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  periodi- 
cally  divided  among  themselves,  for  particular  periods  of  time,  the 
total  probable  future  sales  of  culverts  and  thereafter  allocated  accord- 
ingly among  themselves  the  actual  sales,  by  selecting  one  amont  them 
to  submit  the  low  price  on  each  offered  bid,  by  agreeing  on  the  price 
to  be  charged  by  the  selected  low  bidder,  and  by  limiting  the  number 
of  culverts  to  be  fabricated  to  the  volume  capable  of  disposal  at  the 
agreed  pnce  All  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  lines  aggre- 
gating $40,450  were  imposed.  ^^ 

831.  United  States  v.  Western  Precipitation  Co.,  Civil  4677: 
Complaint  filed  August  14,  1945,  in  the  District  Court  (S,  D.  Calif.) 
charging  International  Precipitation  Company,  Western  Precipitation 
Corporation,  Research  Corporation  and  one  individual  with  violations 
of  the  antitrust  laws  in  connection  with  an  industrial  process  used  in 

A%?'^l'^y^^J^r^'^!  J^ll'^J  products  including  ELECTRICAL  PRE- 
CIPITATION GAS  CLEANING  UNITS.  Five  foreign  companies 
fu  .  V  r  "^'^"^^^""^  "^""^"^  ^^  co-conspirators.  The  complaint  alleges 
that  defendants  have  allocated  sales  territories;  that  by  virtue  of  their 
control  of  patents  and  technical  information  have  deprived  other  man- 
ufacturers of  their  use ;  that  prices  have  been  maintained  at  high  non- 
competitive levels  and  sales  have  been  limited.  On  April  11,  1946  a 
consent  decree  was  entered  which  cancels  the  cartel  contracts,  enjoins  the 
enforcement  of  all  existing  United  States  patents  in  the  electrical  precipita- 
tion gas  cleaning  field  and  of  all  corresponding  foreign  patents,  prohibits  the 
allocation  of  markets  and  enjoins  future  restrictive  licensing  agreements, 
and  requires  all  present  know-how  to  be  made  available  through  the  filing  of 

io^*^  ioV't'''^"'^""^^^  ^""^  bibliographies  with  university  libraries  (CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases  tf  57,458). 

«nH.f  L.^^'^i^.^^f^^lt!'-  AsheviUe  Mica  Co.,  Cr.  8798:    Indictment 

IHstric?  S  r  W  n  M 'r"^^"  ^''  '".'"u"""^  ^"^^^  29,  1945,  in  the 
^lll\  u^  ^^'  ^'  ^'  C-)  against  eight  corporations  and  nine  indi- 
FARpVa^"!?/^^^^^^  interstate  commerce  in  SHEET  AND 

FABRICATED  MICA.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  have 
conspired  to  acquire  control  of  the  output  of  sheet  mica  in  the  United 
states  by  limiting  domestic  mica  output,  by  closing  down  mines  and 
refusing  to  mine  new  mica  and  fabricated  mica,  and  by  allocating  sources 
Of  supply  and  customers  among  themselves.    On  January  9  1948  the 

th^w.i^  f c?n^^'  V^^^'^"^  P^^^"  ^^  "^^^  contendere  and  were  fined 
the  total  of  $10,000  On  the  same  date  the  indictment  was  dismissed 
as  to  the  individual  defendants. 

833.  United  States  v.  Wet  Ground  Mica  Ass'n,  Cr.  8797 :  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  August  29.  1945. 
in  the  district  court  (W.  D.  N.  C.)  against  defendant  trade  association 
rn^V.t'r"^^'''"'  ^^"^  ^\^;"^^yj^"^^'  charging  then,  with  fixing  non- 
3?fV-  \PT^^  '^""'^  ^¥^.  GROUND  MICA,  with  restricting  its 
production  by  leasing  and  closing  down  producing  plants,  and  with 
allocating  production  among  themselves.  On  January  9  1948  the 
corporate  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and 'were  fined 


the  total  of  $4,250.    On  the  same  date  the  indictment  was  dismissed 
as  to  the  individual  defendants. 

834.  United  States  v.  Electrical  Apparatus  Export  Ass'n,  Civil 
33-275:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sec- 
tions 2  and  5  of  the  Webb-Pomerene  Export  Trade  Act  filed  October 
9,  1945,  charging  defendant  association  and  four  corporations  with 
restraining  commerce  in  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT  by  restricting 
exports  of  electrical  equipment  from  the  United  States,  fixing  prices 
in  export  sales,  and  allocating  sales  in  export  markets.  The  complaint 
asks  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from  continuing  the  alleged 
illegal  practices.  In  an  opinion,  September  31,  1946,  the  court  sus- 
tained the  Government's  motion  to  strike  defendants'  affirmative 
defenses  relating  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  where  proceedings 
were  pending  before  the  Federal  Trade  Commission,  on  the  ground  of 
the  Supreme  Court's  decision  in  United  States  Alkali  Association  v. 
United  States.  Trial  of  the  case  was  adjourned  from  February  17,  1947, 
to  a  later  date,  and  on  March  12,  1947,  an  amended  complaint  and 
consent  judgment  were  filed.  The  amended  complaint  charged  the 
defendants  with  restraining  trade  on  all  types  of  electrical  equipment 
and  apparatus  for  the  generation,  transmission,  and  use  of  electricity. 
The  defendants  are  charged  with  having  entered  into  cartel  agree- 
ments providing  for  allocating  orders,  price  fixing,  and  eliminating 
competition  between  parties  in  certain  markets  of  the  world.  The 
judgment  ordered  that  the  association  be  dissolved  and  the  defendants 
enjoined  from  engaging  in  the  practices  alleged.  (CCH  1946-1947 
Trade  Cases  If  57,546.)  The  complaint  and  judgment  are  based  upon 
the  legal  theory  that  participation  of  a  Webb-Pomerene  Association 
m  an  international  cartel,  or  any  agreement  between  a  Webb-Pomerene 
Association  and  non-members  in  restraint  of  export  trade,  obtains 
no  immunity  under  Section  2  of  the  Webb  Export  Trade  Act  (15 
U.  S.  C.  A.  §  62.)     (See  No.  796.) 

835.  United  States  v.  Pacific  Greyhound  Lines,  Civil  25267-S: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  24, 
1945  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  charging  8  companies  with  the 
elimmation  of  competition  and  a  monopoly  in  PASSENGER  TRANS- 
PQin'ATION  by  motor  carrier  along  all  routes  between  Portland  and 

A  j^^^^^^^  ^^^  along  the  Coast  Highway  route  between  San  Francisco 
and  Los  Angeles  in  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act.  The  suit  seeks  divesti- 
ture of  certain  interests  of  the  defendants  and  cancellation  of  contracts 
i>€tween  defendants  which  restrict  competition  among  such  companies  and 
their  affiliates.  On  September  25,  1947,  an  amended  complaint  was 
nled  and  Standard  Oil  of  California  was  not  named  therein  as  a  defend- 
ant. On  the  same  date  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  as  to  all  the 
aefendants  named  in  the  amended  complaint  enjoining  them  from  con- 
vi"T?  ^^^  restrictive  practices  complained  of.  The  decree  also  pro- 
vided for  the  sale  of  the  Dollar  Line  to  a  carrier  able  to  offer  substantial 
competition  to  Pacific  Greyhound,  and  for  the  termination  of  certain 
Ruaranteed-earnings  agreements  between  Southern  Pacific  and  Pacific 
Greyhound,  and  that  the  railroad  in  entering  into  guaranteed-earnings 
agreements  give  priority  to  competitors  of  Pacific  Greyhound  (CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases  H  57,619). 
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836.  United  States  v.  Ass'n  of  Limb  Manufacturers  of  America. 
Inc.,  Cr.  75987 :  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  November  14,  1945,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  charging 
a  trade  association,  45  corporations  and  34  individuals  with  restraining 
interstate  commerce  and  commerce  between  the  states  and  the  District 
of  Columbia  in  ARTIFICIAL  LIMBS.  The  indictment  charges 
defendants  with  conspiring  to  fix  minimum  prices,  to  submit  identical 
prices  on  bids  to  federal  and  state  agencies,  to  refuse  to  furnish  parts 
of  limbs  to  public  or  private  institutions  which  furnish  artificial  limbs  ' 
free  of  charge  to  the  user,  and  to  discipline  any  manufacturer  selling 
below  the  agreed  price  or  furnishing  guarantees  for  a  longer  period 
than  one  year.  On  May  6, 1946, 63  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere, 
i-ight  defendants  were  tried  and  were  convicted  May  15,  1946  fines 
being  imposed  totalling  $66,600,  of  which  $39,400  was  suspended.  The 
court  ordered  that  defendants  placed  on  probation  must  report  quar- 
terly on  their  activities  and  must  comply  with  the  Fair  Trade  Practice 
Kules  of  the  Federal  Trade  Commission.  An  appeal  taken  to  the 
oc^^oi^^^^*  ^^  Appeals  May  20,  1946,  was  argued  on  November 
u     ■'7'  January  27,  1947,  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  reversed 

the  judgment  of  the  lower  court  and  ordered  a  retrial  for  abuse  of 
discretion  on  the  part  of  the  trial  judge  in  refusing  to  grant  a  con- 
tinuance to  enable  the  defendants  to  produce  witnesses  and  in  refusing 
to  permit  cross  examination  of  a  witness  (160  Fed.  (2d)  8).  The 
defendants  thereafter,  on  June  9, 1947,  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere 
and  were  fined  a  total  of  $3,456. 

837.    United  States  v.  Scophony  Corporation  of  America,  Civil 
34-184:    Complaint  filed  December  18,  1945,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  charging  8  defendants  with  violations  of  the  Sherman  Antitrust    j 
Act  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  TELEVISION  EQUIPMENT. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  entered  into  a  conspiracy 
whereby  General    Precision   Equipment  Corporation    (General)   and 
Television  Productions  (Productions)  have  complete  control  over  the 
promotion  utilization  or  suppression  of  the  Scophony  inventions  within 
the  Western  Hemisphere  particulariy  in  the  United  States ;  that  the 
world  was  divided  into  two  non-competitive  areas  wherein  Scophony 
Limited  would  not  compete  within  the  Western  Hemisphere  and  Gen- 
eral and  Productions  would  not  compete  within  the  Eastern  Hemi- 
sphere;  that  Scophony  Corporation  of  America   (SCA)   would  not 
compete  in  either  hemisphere;  and  that  other  manufacturers  of  elec- 
tronic equipment  were  prevented  from  making  and  selling  products 
embodying  the  Scophony  inventions.    The  complaint  asks  that  the  de- 
fendants be  perpetually  enjoined  from  conspiring  and  entering  into 
agreements  to  carry  out  the  above  antitrust  violations,  that  the  other 
corporate  defendants  be  required  to  divest  themselves  of  their  respec- 
tive interests  in  SCA,  and  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from  in- 
stituting infringement  suits  or  any  other  legal  proceeding  for  the 
enforcement  of  any  alleged  right  under  any  of  the  present  or  future 
bcophony  inventions.    The  District  Court  on  October  30, 1946  entered 
judgment  dismissing  the  complaint  and  quashing  service  as  to  Scophony, 
Ltd.      (CCH    1946-1947    Trade    Cases   If  57,506).     The    Government 
appealed  from  this  judgment  to  the  Supreme  Court.    On  April  26, 1948, 
the  Supreme  Court  reversed  the  judgment  entered  by  the  District 


Court  dismissing  Scophony  Ltd.,  a  British  corporation,  holding  that 
it  was  "transacting  business'*  and  ''found"  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.),  under  the  venue  and  service  of 
process  provisions  of  Section  12  of  the  Clayton  Act.  (333  U.  S.  795, 
92  L.  Ed.  763,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 
1(62,238.)  On  May  27,  1948,  the  decree  on  mandate  of  the  Supreme 
Court  was  entered.  On  October  15,  1948,  an  opinion  was  rendered 
granting  an  order  staying  the  taking  of  depositions  by  the  cross- 
claimants.  On  January  12,  1949,  a  final  consent  judgment  was  entered 
against  Paramount  Television  Productions,  Inc.  (formerly.  Television 
Productions,  Inc.),  General  Precision  Equipment  Corporation  and 
Scophony  Corporation  of  America,  which  requires  the  defendants  Gen- 
eral Precision  Equipment  Corporation  and  Paramount  Television 
Productions,  Inc.,  to  divest  themselves  of  all  stock  interests  in,  and 
control  of,  Scophony  Corporation  of  America,  terminates  the  exclu- 
sive licenses  held  by  those  two  defendants  under  the  Scophony  patents 
and  processes,  and  enjoins  the  carrying  out  of  the  illegal  cartel  agree- 
ments which  divided  the  world  into  two  non-competitive  areas.  On 
the  same  date,  the  complaint  was  dismissed  as  to  one  corporate  and 
three  individual  defendants.  The  cross-claims  were  also  dismissed. 
The  case  is  still  pending  as  to  defendant  Scophony,  Ltd. 

838.  United  States  v.  Consolidated  Car-Heating  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil 
3^312 :  Complaint  filed  December  27, 1945,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  charging  defendant  with  violating  Section  1  of  the  Sherman 
Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
defendant,  the  manufacturer  of  a  patented  dental  alloy  and  of  a  pat- 
ented ELECTRIC  CASTING  MACHINE  used  in  making  dentures 
from  metal  alloys,  makes  license  agreements  providing  for  sale  of  its 
dental  alloy  and  for  lease  of  its  electric  casting  machine  on  the  condi- 
tion or  agreement  that  the  purchaser  or  lessee  shall  purchase  exclu- 
sively from  the  defendant  his  requirements  of  various  unpatented 
dental  equipment  and  supplies,  and  providing  that  the  licensee  adhere 
to  the  minimum  resale  prices  fixed  by  defendant.  The  Government 
tiled  a  motion  for  summary  judgment  on  August  18,  1947.  The  case 
is  still  pending. 

839.  United  States  v.  Liquidometer  Corporations,  Civil  34-501: 
yoniplaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  17,  1946 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  charging  defendant  with  restrain- 
mg  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  MEASUREMENT  GAUGES. 
1  he  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  entered  into  agreements  with  a 
French  company  and  with  an  English  company  under  which  the  world 
was  divided  into  three  noncompetitive  areas  respectively  allocated  to 
each  of  the  three  cartel  participants  and  each  agreed  not  to  export, 
or  permit  others  to  export,  gauges  into  the  territory  of  the  other  cartel 
participants.  The  complaint  asks  that  the  cartel  agreements  be  can- 
celled and  that  defendant  be  enjoined  from  making  any  like  future 
agreement  and  from  bringing  any  infringement  suit  upon  any  United 
pencUn  ^^^^"^  "^^^  *^  carrying  out  its  cartel  agreements.    The  case  is 

Lnrii^2;<^'H*.?<^  States  v.  Milk  Haulers  and  Dairy  Workers  Union 
^^"^^^  910,  Civil  653 :    Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher- 
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man  Act  filed  February  19,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  111.) 
against  defendant  local  labor,  union  and  certain  of  its  officers  and 
members  charging  them  with  conspiring  to  restrain  and  to  monopolize 
the  transportation  of  milk  from  southern  Illinois  to  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  and 
alleging  that  a  group  of  truck  fleet  owners  in  southern  Illinois  has  joined  the 
local  truckers  union  and  are  fixing  rates  for  hauling  milk  to  St.  Louis.  The 
complaint  charged  that  since  1943,  the  defendant  truck  owners  have 
agreed  among  themselves  on  the  charges,  terms  and  conditions  to  be 
mcorporated  in  all  contracts  for  HAULING  SERVICES  made  with 
southern  Illinois  milk  producers  shipping  milk  into  St.  Louis;  that  such 
hauling  business  was  divided  among  the  truck  owners  and  fines  were 
assessed  against  truck  owners  deviating  either  from  the  customer 
division  or  from  the  prices  fixed  for  hauling;  that  dairies  desiring  to 
transport  their  milk  are  prevented  by  threats  of  the  union  to  call  strikes 
of  Its  inside  dairy  workers  employed  by  the  offending  dairies.  The 
prayer  for  relief  asks  that  the  Court  rule  that  the  Clayton  and  Norris- 
LaGuardia  Acts  were  not  intended  to  apply  to  agreements  among 
independent  businessmen  relating  to  the  sale  of  transportation  services 
to  other  independent  businessmen,  and  that  the  activities  of  the  truck 
owners  be  declared  unlawful  and  a  violation  of  the  Sherman  Act.  In 
addition  it  seeks  to  enjoin  each  truck  owner  from  claiming  and  holding 
membership  in  and  from  enjoying  membership  rights  in  the  defendant 
union  or  in  any  labor  union  until  such  time  as  each  defendant  truck 
owner  shall  cease  to  function  as  an  independent  businessman  and 
assume  the  status  of  a  bona  fide  laboring  man.  On  April  13,  1946, 
the  defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint  and  the  court  denied 
this  motion  on  March  17,  1947.    The  case  is  pending. 

841.  United  States  v.  General  Motors  Corp.,  Cr.  18895:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  March  11,  1946,  in  the 
District  Court  (  N.  D.  Ohio)  charging  six  corporations  and  three  individuals 
with  conspiring  to  fix  prices  on  BALL  BEARINGS.  The  indictment 
charges  that  defendants  agreed  upon  prices  and  price-lists,  classification  of 
customers,  and  terms  and  conditions  of  sales ;  that  defendants  maintained 
non-competitive  prices  and  established  discriminatory  differentials  in  prices 
between  various  classes  of  customers ;  and  that  defendants  agreed  upon 
resale  price-lists  for  circulation  to  their  respective  distributors  making  sales 
for  the  replacement  of  damaged  and  worn  out  bearings.  Defendants 
pleaded  not  guilty  April  8, 1946.  On  September  22, 1947,  one  individual 
defendant  was  dismissed,  and  the  remaining  defendants  entered  pleas 
of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $40,000,  of  which  $10,000 
was  suspended. 

842.  United  States  v.  Timkcn-Detroit  Axle  Co.,  Civil  5642 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  March  25,  1946,  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  defendant  charging  it  with  conspiring 
to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  AXLES  and  AXLE  FORCINGS.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendant  controls  patents  covering  certain  multi- 
wheel  units  essential  in  the  manufacture  of  trucks  and  buses  designed  to 
carry  heavy  loads  and  refuses  to  license  manufacturers  under  its  patents 
unless  the  manufacturer  also  purchases  the  defendant's  unpatented  axles 
and  axle  forgings.  In  its  answer,  defendant  set  up  a  counterclaim  against 
the  Government  for  $10,000  for  alleged  misuse  by  the  War  Department 
of  confidential  information  furnished  it  by  Timken.    On  August  18, 


1947,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  providing  for  the  elimination 
of  the  patent  abuses  alleged  in  the  complaint  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade 
Cases  If  57,603).  On  the  same  date  an  order  was  entered  dismissing 
the  counterclaim. 

843.  United  States  v.  Catalin  Corporation  of  America,  Civil  7742 : 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  2,  1946,  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  the  Catalin  Corporation  of  America 
alleging  agreements  dividing  the  world  into  exclusive  marketing  ter- 
ritories for  PHENOLIC  and  UREA  RESINS.  These  agreements  fur- 
ther provide  that  each  party  refrain  from  selling  outside  its  particular 
territory,  and  exchange  and  assign  patents  to  enforce  the  territorial 
allocations.  The  suit  seeks  to  enjoin  continuation  of  any  of  the  illegal 
agreements  and  arrangements  and  to  prevent  Catalin  from  enforcing 
any  of  the  patents  used  in  carrying  out  these  agreements  and  arrange- 
ments.   The  case  is  pending.    (See  No.  844.) 

844.  United  States  v.  Catalin  Corporation  of  America,  Civil  7743 : 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  April  2,  1946,  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  Catalin  Corporation  of  America, 
and  three  other  corporations  alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  trade  in  LIQUID  and  CAST  PHENOLIC  RESINS,  a  ma- 
terial used  in  the  plastics  industry,  and  finished  articles  fabricated  from 
cast  phenolic  resins.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  agreed 
among  themselves  to  fix  and  maintain  unreasonable  and  non-competitive 
prices  and  agreed  on  the  terms  and  conditions  of  sale.  In  addition,  it 
is  alleged  that  Catalin  Corporation  controls  patents  under  which  it 
grants  to  the  other  defendants  licenses  providing  for  joint  establish- 
ment of  minimum  prices  on  both  patented  and  unpatented  articles. 
The  suit  seeks  to  enjoin  continuation  of  any  of  the  alleged  illegal  agree- 
ments and  arrangements  and  to  prevent  Catalin  from  enforcing  any  of 
^e  patents  used  in  carrying  out  these  agreements  and  arrangements. 
The  case  is  pending.    (See  No.  843.) 

845.  United  States  v.  Owens-Illinois  Glass  Co.,  Civil  25861-G: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sections  3 
and  15  of  the  Clayton  Act,  filed  April  17,  1946,  in  the  District  Court 
(N.  D.  Calif.)  against  the  Owens-Illinois  Glass  Company,  which  manu- 
factures more  than  75%  of  the  machinery  for  vacuum-packing  in  glass 
containers,  used  primarily  in  packing  coffee,  alleging  that  defendant 
has  monopolized  and  attempted  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce 
in  GLASS  CONTAINERS  and  CLOSURES.  The  complaint  alleges 
that  defendant  has  leased  its  vacuum  closing  machinery  only  on  condi- 
tion that  the  packers  use  glass  containers  and  closures  which  defendant 
manufactures,  the  penalty  for  violation  of  the  leasing  provisions  being 
repossession  of  the  machinery  and  cancellation  of  the  lease.  The  Gov- 
ernment asks  that  the  "tie-in"  leases  be  declared  unlawful,  that  future 
leases  of  this  character  be  enjoined,  and  that  defendant  be  enjoined 
agamst  mfringement  suits  on  patents  used  to  eflFect  the  leases.  On 
September  18,  1946,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  prohibiting  the 
company  from  tying  in  the  use  of  its  vacuum  packing  machinery  to 
the  purchase  of  its  glass  containers  or  closures,  and  requiring  defend- 
ant to  license  at  reasonable  royalties  the  vacuum  packing  machinery 
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patents.    If  the  consent  judgment  should  be  violated,  the  patents  are 
^574^)^''^*      ^^        ^""^^'"^  royalty-free  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 

846.  United  States  v.  The  Linde  Air  Products  Co.,  Civil  46.C-783  • 

o«T?.f'''.^  .I"'^!^^!^''''^^'''!?  ^  ^""^  ^  ^^  ^^^  Sherman  Act  and  Sections  3 
rM    1^  ?n  t,^^P^7to^  Act,  filed  May  2,  1946,  in  the  District  Court 

WFT  iSiMr  pnfie^.u  ^^"^Pi''^^  to  monopolized  the  sale  of  ARC 
WELDING  RODS  through  exclusive  purchase  contracts  requiring 
500  companies  which  use  its  process  to  buy  their  entire  requirements 
from  It  and  asks  that  these  contracts  be  set  aside  and  defendant 
enjoined  ^^^^^imilar  agreements.  A  pretrial  conference  was  held 
September  19,  1946.  On  October  6,  1948,  the  trial  was  completed  and 
the  case  is  now  awaiting  a  decision. 

847.  United  States  v.  MacLeod  Bureau,  Cr.  17512:  Indictment 
r.  n-  .  !"  i^'/SS  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  returned  May  8,  1946,  in 
^  •  ?'^r''^i  ^'l"'**  ^^^'^-^  ^^^^"^^  ^"  association,  13  corporations  and 
H;i? -rf-"  ^^^^Srjng  a  conspiracy  to  fix  prices  and  to  monopolize  the 
distribution  and  sale  of  SOFT  COAL.  The  indictment  charges  that 
l?\cL7Z\^''''^  ^"r  ."^^^ket  control  achieved  by  acquiring  control  of 
™  -f  ""^  facilities  at  Boston  Harbor,  denying  these  facilities  to 
competitors,  acquiring  control  of  non-cooperating  distributors,  allocat- 
ing among  thenriselves  types  and  classes  of  customers  and  tonnaee 
*^  /T^i""  supply  large  users  whose  specifications  were  unsatisfactory^ 

nHr.e  fi  !i"k^'  7^^^'"^^  ^"^  '^"  ^°  retailers  who  would  not  maintain 
prices  hxed  by  defendants,  agreeing  on  arbitrary  discounts  to  various 
ti?  np^i  ^^"^^I"^"'  refusing  to  sell  coal  at  prices  below  those  set  by 
r^Lyl'  I      m7  ^^"^sive  bidding.     On  May  21,  1946,  defendants 

eiteld  nl^I  ^f^'^  ^"  ^"1"^'  ^^'  ^^^7'  the' corporate  defendants 
!«!i  .r  ""  1''^''  contendere  and  were  fined  the  total  of  $24,500, 
and  on  the  same  day  the  individual  defendants  were  dismissed 

I  •  f  ^-  United  States  V.  White  Cap  Co.,  Civil  46.C-861:  Com- 
plaint  under  Sections  12  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sections  3 
/M  A  ?n  ,t^^„^l?yton  Act,  filed  May  14,  1946,  in  the  District  Court 
(JN  u.  111.)  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  and  to  restrict  inter- 
r  A  pc''?'""'^''?^   '".  CONTAINER  SEALING  MACHINERY  and 

II  ?^^  packing  food  products  in  glass  containers.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  defendant  leases  machinery  only  on  condition  food  packers 
^"^lulllf  ""^F^  ^^  '^^  manufacture,  and  that  it  supplies  food  packers 
with  85%  of  the  vacuum  caps  used  in  packaging  vegetables,  fruits, 
jams,  coffee,  and  other  food  products.  The  Government  asks  that 
these  tie-in  agreements  be  declared  unlawful  and  defendant  enjoined 
from  any  such  agreements  in  the  future.  On  June  17,  1948,  a  consent 
judgment  was  entered  cancelling  the  alleged  illegal  agreements  and 
requiring  White  Cap  Co.  to  license  23  of  its  machine  patents  and 
patent  applications  to  all  applicants  at  reasonable  and  nondiscrim- 
(["62  2"^  )'^^^''      ^  '  Regulation  Reports,   Supp.    1948-1951, 

T  fH  ^"^i  -i^^^i"^  ^n^^^\  ""'  '^^^  International  Nickel  Co.,  of  Canada. 
A^? fiuT^/r  ii'  in^i^.P^^J''^^."'^*'''  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  May  16, 1946  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  Inter- 


national Nickel  Ltd.,  its  American  subsidiary,  and  three  individual 
officers  of  both  corporations,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  to 
monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  the  importation,  manu- 
facture, distribution  and  sale  of  commercial  NICKEL,  NICKEL 
PRODUCTS  and  NICKEL-BEARING  MATERIALS.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  defendants,  in  addition  to  establishing  monopoly 
within  the  country,  entered  into  agreements  with  leading  foreign  pro- 
ducers, including  I.  G.  Farben  of  Germany,  to  impose  limits  on  world 
production,  to  fix  world-wide  prices,  and  to  allocate  and  restrict  sales 
in  world  markets.  The  Government  asks  the  separation  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  Canadian  corporation  and  its  American  subsidiary,  and 
that  the  assets  of  these  corporations  be  redistributed  so  as  to  destroy 
their  monopoly  and  prevent  a  continuation  of  trade  restraints  in  the 
industry.  On  July  2,  1948,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  requiring 
defendants  to  sell,  for  a  period  of  20  years,  basic  nickel  raw  materials 
to  producers  of  rolling  mill  products  containing  nickel.  The  judgment 
also  prevents  revival  of  the  restrictive  international  agreements 
attacked  by  the  Government's  complaint.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  H  62,280.) 

850.  United  States  v.  American  Lecithin  Co.,  Civil  24115:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  24,  1946, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio)  against  four  corporations  alleging 
a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in  LECITHIN  (a  soy- 
bean extract  used  as  a  preservative).  Two  German  firms  and  a  Danish 
corporation  are  named  as  co-conspirators.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
one  corporation  held  all  the  pooled  patents,  that  it  licensed  two  other 
defendant  corporations  to  manufacture  lecithin,  and  that  it  designated 
the  fourth  corporation  as  exclusive  seller  on  condition  that  it  sell  at 
prices  and  terms  fixed  by  holder  of  the  patents.  The  Government 
asks  that  the  alleged  illegal  agreements  be  cancelled,  that  defendants 
be  compelled  to  divest  themselves  of  all  interest  in  the  patent  pool  and 
exclusive  selling  agency,  and  that  the  court  order  such  relief  as  will 
dissipate  the  effects  of  the  unlawful  use  of  the  patents.  On  September 
19,  1946  defendants  asked  for  reference  of  the  case  to  a  Special  Master 
under  Rule  53  (b)  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure.  On  Decem- 
ber 9,  1946,  the  court  denied  the  defendants'  motion  to  have  the  case 
referred  to  a  Special  Master.  A  consent  judgment  was  entered  on 
February  17,  1947,  cancelling  various  illegal  domestic  and  cartel  agree- 
ments and,  in  addition,  requiring  the  American  Lecithin  Company  to 
license  a  group  of  patents  royalty-free,  without  restrictions,  and  a 
group  of  patents  at  uniform,  reasonable  royalties,  without  restrictions, 
and  enjoining  the  alleged  illegal  practices.  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade 
Cases  If  57,542.) 

851.  United  States  v.  American  Can  Co.,*  Cr.  30323-S:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  returned  June  26,  1946,  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Calif.)  against  two  corporations  and  seven 
of  their  officers,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  control  inter- 
state commerce  in  TIN  CANS  through  price  fixing,  the  adoption  of  a 


I 


•  On  April  7,  1947,  the  Supreme  Court 
neld  that  the  failure  by  Congress,  when  it 
passed  the  Robinson-Patman  Act,  expressly 
w>  authorize  such  a  defense  was  to  be  taken 


as  an  implied  prohibition  of  such  defense, 
Bruce's  Juices,  Inc.  v.  American  Can  Com- 
pany, (330  U.  S.  743,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade 
Cases  f  57,533.) 
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freight  equalization  plan,  allocating  customers,  allocating  territory  and 
particular  fields  of  production.    The  case  is  particularly  important  to 
food  packers  in  the  far  western  states  and  territories.    On  January  27 
IW,  all  of  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  and  the 
retng"$45'wO^  ^^^  imposed  on  each  defendant,  the  total  fine 

l1nn9?^  y^*^^  S^^t««  ^-  Union  Carbide  and  Carbon  Corp.,  Cr. 
11002  Indictment  in  two  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher- 
man Act,  returned  June  27,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  against 
s«  corpora  ions  and  five  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to  mono  J 
olize  interstate  and  foreign  commerce  in  VANADIUM.  The  indict^ 
ment  alleges  that  defendants  refrained  from  competing  with  each  other 
in  purchasing  deposits,  deprived  competitive  mills  of  suffici^t  o?f  to 
operate  profitably,  forced  independent  processors  out  of  business 
caused  independent  ore  miners  to  sell  below  cost  or  sell  their  deposits 

the  nnhr^"'f'  ^Pr''^^'^'^-^"  ^"^^"^^^  ^'"^"^  themselves,  and  sdd  to 
Cu.rl'''  .^^  u^''^^'Un^^^'  ^"  defendants  entered  pleas  of  Nm 
fefen^aS'  moH  '  \^'  \^^''  ^"  ^""""^^  ^^'  ^^^^^  '^'  ^^"^^  denied 
ment  rcrHTQl^^^  ^P"^^  ^^i"^)  ^^  ^he  indict- 

^nt  lo  ^^  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^  57,534).  One  individual  defend- 
ant was  dismissed  on  June  4,  1948.    On  September  2   1948  an  order 

r[f  He"?'^'  ^r^'j  "  ""^^""  ^^  "^''^^'^  '"^^  fndictment  LTo  each  and 
aLSrUnTon^^rh-H^  "  '""^^""^  information  was  filed 

(See  No  940  )  Corporation  and  4  other  defendants. 

No  f9?bc"''\*nLf*^^''':u^^"^^^  Instrument  Corporation,  Cr. 
wo.  3960-C .    Indictment  in  three  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the 

It^^l  ^'''  '^'"'"'^  J^^y  ^'  1^^'  i'^  ^^^  District  Court   (N    J ) 

re^tra  nt  o'fX^^^^^^^^^  ""^  ^  ^^  '^"^^  "^"^^  '^^'^^^  ^  conspiracy-^ii 
thrnrodnl  "  ^^  commerce,  monopoly  and  attempt  to  monopolize 

the    production   and   distribution   of   VARIABLE    CONDENSERS 

i  l3  th7t 'd^ff '/  ?  '^1^^'  '^  r^^^'  broadcasting  stations).  It  is 
alleged  that  defendants,  who  produce  and  sell  75%  of  the  variable 
condensers  in  the  United  States,  have  entered  into  Veements  to  fix 
IZnL^?^  '^'i''™'  ^"^  conditions  of  sale;  that  thef  have  allocated 
among  themselves  customers  and  types  of  condensers  sold;  that  they 
?n  f^h^-'7"  '^^V''"^^^^'"  producing  condensers  through  refuS 
refi^^L^  tn'ot^M-^^'  '^^''  "f'  ^^  ^^^"^""^  ^"^  P^^li"^  Patents;  by 
rovalt?fJ  .^  K 'il'""'"'  ''"^''  P^^>^  P^^^"*^  ^^^^P^  at  unreason;blc 
In^s  n1^^H.H  M^r^^?^'"^^^"'u^  of  infringement  actions.  All  defend- 
ants  pleaded  Not  Guilty  on  October  28, 1946.    (See  No.  855.) 

Civif  No  4Y  C^f  ^«o^*r  ^'  f  "^°°^^^i^  Sprinkler  Company  of  America, 
Uvil  No.  46-C.1289:  Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sher- 
man Act,  filed  July  11,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D  111 )  aeainst 
10. corporations  manufacturing  and  distributing  automatic  fire  S- 
guishing  equipment,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inteS 

of  risTdeJi"  ^y/^'^'V'^^^^^^^^^^ 

mX  rl-T  -^  (<lesigned  to  start  operating  automatically  upon  abnor- 
Tell  the  m±"n'  i  ^,^"?P^^^ture).  It  is  alleged  that  defendants  who 
fn  n  n.t^n.^  r  ^  '  ""^  ^"  ^""^^  equipment  in  the  United  States,  entered 
into  patent  licensing  agreements  for  the  use,  sale  and  installation  of 
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the  rate  of  rise  devices ;  that  they  agreed  to  purchase  all  equipment 
from  Automatic  and  to  refrain  from  competitive  manufacture;  that 
Automatic  has  prevented  defendants'  competitors  from  buying,  acquir- 
ing or  installing  the  devices,  and  has  prevented  distributors  from  han- 
dling competitive  systems ;  and  that  defendants  followed  uniform  price 
lists  for  parts  and  materials.  The  Government  asks  the  cancellation 
of  the  restrictive  agreements  and  that  an  injunction  be  issued  against 
the  alleged  illegal  practices.  The  case  was  dismissed  as  to  one  corporate 
defendant  October  28,  1946.  On  February  20, 1948,  a  consent  judgment 
was  entered  enjoining  the  alleged  illegal  practices  and  requiring  the 
defendant.  Automatic  Sprinkler  Co.,  to  license  all  applicants  on  an 
unconditional  reasonable  royalty  basis,  under  all  patents  which  it  now 
has  or  may  acquire  up  to  December  31,  1952,  and  to  sell  such  devices 
to  all  applicants  without  discrimination.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  U  62,230.) 

855.  United  States  v.  General  Instrument  Corporation,  Civil 
T  ^*  ,n^\S.^^^^^^^^  ""^^^  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed 
July  17  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  N.  J.)  against  4  corporations 
and  7  of  their  officers,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce,  monopoly  and  attempt  to  monopolize  the  production  and 
distribution  of  VARIABLE  CONDENSERS  (tuning  devices  used  on 
radios  to  select  broadcasting  stations).  It  is  alleged  that  defendants, 
who  produce  and  sell  75%  of  the  variable  condensers  in  the  United 
btates  have  entered  into  agreements  to  fix  prices  and  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  sales ;  that  they  have  allocated  among  themselves  cus- 
tomers and  types  of  condensers  sold ;  that  they  have  prevented  others 
trom  producing  condensers  through  refusing  to  fabricate  tools  for  their 
use,  by  acquiring  and  pooling  patents,  by  refusing  to  grant  licenses 
under  pooled  patents  except  at  unreasonable  royalties,  and  by  the  main- 
tenance of  infringement  actions.  The  Government  asks  that  the  alleged 
illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  that  the  contracts  executed  in  furtherance 
of  the  conspiracy  be  declared  unlawful,  that  defendants  be  enjoined 
trom  acquiring  the  stock  or  patents  of  any  competing  firm,  that  the 
patent-holding  company  be  dissolved,  and  that  the  Court  prevent  fur- 
ther unlawful  use  of  the  patents.  On  October  28, 1946,  the  Government 
nied  a  motion  for  summary  judgment,  which  is  pending.    (See  No.  853.) 

856.  United  States  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Company,  Cr.  18981:  Indict- 
ment in  four  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  July  22,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio),  against  5 
corporations  and  6  of  their  officers  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and 
distribution  of  DUPLICATING  MACHINES,  machine  parts,  stencils 
and  other  duplicating  supplies,  charging  defendants  with  a  conspiracy 
in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  Two  British  corpo- 
rations are  named  as  co-conspirators.  The  indictment  alleges  that 
.defendants  acquired  monopoly  control  over  the  stencil  duplicating 
industry  through  limiting  the  business  activities  of  competitors  by 
tnreats,  coercion  and  boycotts ;  acquiring  patents  and  patent  rights 
pooling  and  cross-licensing  patents,  suppressing  evidence  as  to  the 
validity  of  patents;  price  fixing;  illegal  tying  practices  preventing 
machine  owners  from  using  supplies  of  competitors;  preventing  com- 
petitors from  obtaining  essential  raw  materials;  and  entering  into  a 
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world-wide  cartel  allocating  geographical  areas  and  fields  of  business 
activity.  On  March  25,  1948,  all  of  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  were  fined  a  total  of  $99,000.      (See  No.  857.) 

857.  United  States  v.  A.  B.  Dick  Company,  Civil  24188:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  July  22 
1946,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio)  against  5  corporations  and  6 
of  their  officers  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  distribution  of 
DUPLICATING  MACHINES,  machine  parts,  stencils  and  other 
duplicating  supplies,  charging  defendants  with  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defend- 
ants acquired  monopoly  control  over  the  stencil  duplicating  industry 
through  limiting  the  business  activities  of  competitors  by  threats, 
coercion  and  boycotts;  acquiring  patents  and  patent  rights,  pooling 
and  cross-licensing  patents,  suppressing  evidence  as  to  the  validity 
of  patents;  price  fixing;  illegal  tying  practices  preventing  machine 
owners  from  using  supplies  of  competitors;  preventing  competitors 
from  obtaining  essential  raw  materials ;  and  entering  into  a  world-wide 
cartel  allocating  geographical  areas  and  fields  of  business  activity. 
The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  the  illegal 
agreements  cancelled,  that  the  effects  of  the  patent  abuses  be  dissi- 
pated, and  that  such  dissolution  of  the  A.  B.  Dick  Company  be  ordered 
as  will  effectively  end  the  monopoly. 

On  March  25,  1948,  consent  judgments  were  entered  enjoining 
price-fixing,  dividing  of  markets,  allocating  territories,  interfering  with 
imports  and  exports,  or  discriminating  against  stencil  manufacturers, 
and  also  requiring  the  surrender  of  patent  and  trademark  rights  and 
trade  advantages  used  in  achieving  control  of  the  industry.  The  Dick 
Co.  is  required  to  dedicate  its  trademark  "Mimeograph"  to  the  public, 
to  refrain  for  five  years  from  operating  retail  sales  branches  (but  it 
may  sell  direct  to  a  limited  number  of  customers  on  an  annual  basis), 
and  to  refrain  for  fifteen  years  from  acquiring  any  interest  in  any 
concern  engaged  in  the  manufacture  or  resale  of  stencils,  stencil  dupli- 
cating machines,  or  stencil  supplies. 

A.  B.  Dick  Co.  must  also  disclose  a  secret  process  and  "Know- 
How"  for  the  manufacture  of  stencils,  must  dedicate  at  least  36  patents 
and  one  patent  application  to  the  public,  and  refrain  from  enforcing 
and  collecting  any  judgments  obtained  by  its  patent  infringement 
suits.  C.  H.  Dexter  &  Sons,  Inc.,  and  John  A.  Manning  Paper  Co., 
Inc.  are  also  enjoined  from  enforcing  significant  patents  relating  to 
the  manufacture  of  stencil  tissue.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Supp.  1948-1951,  1(62,233).     (See  No.  856.)  ^ 

858.  United  States  v.  American  Optical  Company,  Civil 
No.  46-C-1333:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act, 
filed  July  23,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Amer- 
ican Optical  Company,  an  association,  a  wholly-owned  subsidiary  cor- 
poration which  distributes  ophthalmic  goods,  and  22  physicians  in 
various  states,  as  representative  of  a  class,  all  of  whom  are  oculists 
or  ophthalmologists  and  who  prescribe  lenses.  The  complaint  alleges 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  OPTICAL  GOODS, 
effected  by  a  scheme  whereby  defendant  wholesale  dispensers  sell 
spectacles  and  parts  on  prescription  directly  to  patients  of  defendants 


physicians  and  collect  a  price  which  includes  the  prescription  price,  a 
fitting  fee  and  a  substantial  rebate  to  the  doctor,  the  total  price  being 
maintained  at  the  same  high  level  charged  by  optometrists  and  retail 
opticians.  It  is  alleged  that  the  rebates  constitute  approximately 
one-half  of  the  total  price  paid  for  the  spectacles,  that  the  wholesale 
dispensers  do  not  disclose  to  the  patients  the  fact  that  a  rebate  is  made 
to  the  doctors;  and  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  boycott  patients 
served  by  doctors  who  refuse  to  accept  rebates.  The  Government  asks 
that  the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  and  that  the  wholesale  dispensers 
be  enjoined  for  three  years  from  refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts 
on  prescription  to  the  patients  of  any  doctors  at  prevailing  prices,  and 
be  perpetually  enjoined  from  refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  to 
doctors  who  do  their  own  dispensing  to  patients  at  a  price  less  than 
the  prevailing  price  charged  by  optometrists. 

On  February  27,  1948,  the  court  granted  the  Government's  peti- 
tion for  an  order  to  have  the  doctors,  whose  names  were  set  forth 
in  the  petition,  show  cause  why  the  defendant  doctors  named  in  the 
complaint  are  not  fairly  and  adequately  representative  of  the  several 
persons  named  in  the  petition  and  why  a  judgment  entered  in  the 
case  as  to  the  parties  named  in  the  complaint  should  not  be  binding 
against  the  doctors  named  in  the  petition.  On  July  26,  1948,  a  con- 
sent decree  was  entered  as  to  89  doctors  doing  business  with  the 
American  Optical  Co.,  who  have  been  accepting  rebates,  enjoining 
such  practices.  On  October  11,  1948,  an  order  was  made  granting  the 
Government's  motion  that  the  final  judgment  of  July  26,  1948  be  made 
applicable  to  13  additional  doctors.  (See  Nos.  528,  529.  531.  557 
and  859.)  »         »         ,         , 

859.  United  States  v.  Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Company,  Civil 
No.  46-C-1332 :  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  July  23,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Bausch 
&  Lomb  Optical  Company  and  4  affiliated  companies,  which  manufac- 
ture and  distribute  ophthalmic  goods,  and  30  physicians  in  various 
states,  as  representative  of  a  class,  all  of  whom  are  oculists  or  ophthal- 
mologists and  who  prescribe  lenses.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
defendants  through  numerous  branches  have  conspired  to  restrain 
interstate  commerce  through  a  scheme  whereby  arbitrary  and  inflated 
consumer  prices  for  spectacles  and  parts  have  been  maintained,  that 
defendant  wholesale  dispensers  sell  OPTICAL  GOODS  on  prescrip- 
tion directly  to  patients  of  defendant  physicians  and  collect  a  price 
(frequently  sending  the  goods  C.  O.  D.  through  the  mails)  which 
includes  the  prescription  price,  a  fitting  fee  and  a  substantial  rebate 
or  credit  to  the  doctor,  the  total  price  being  maintained  at  the  high 
level  charged  by  optometrists  and  retail  opticians.  It  is  alleged  that 
the  rebates  constitute  approximately  one-half  of  the  total  price  paid 
tor  the  spectacles,  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  do  not  disclose  to  the 
patients  the  fact  that  a  rebate  is  made  to  the  doctors;  and  that  the 
wholesale  dispensers  boycott  patients  served  by  doctors  who  refuse 
to  accept  rebates.  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be 
enjoined,  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  be  enjoined  for  three  years  from 
refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  on  prescription  to  the  patients  of 
any  doctors  at  prevailing  prices,  and  be  perpetually  enjoined  from 
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refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  to  doctors  who  do  their  own  dis- 
pensing to  patients  at  a  price  less  than  the  prevailing  price  charged 
by  optometrists.  * 

On  February  27, 1948,  the  court  granted  the  Government's  petition 
tor  an  order  to  have  the  doctors,  whose  names  were  set  forth  in  the 
petition,  show  cause  why  the  defendant  doctors  named  in  the  com- 
plaint are  not  fairly  and  adequately  representative  of  the  several 
persons  named  in  the  petition  and  why  a  judgment  entered  in 
the  case  as  to  the  parties  named  in  the  complaint  should  not  be  bind- 
ing against  the  doctors  named  in  the  petition.  On  July  26  1948  a 
consent  decree  was  entered  as  to  19  doctors  (named  as  a  class  and 
not  individually  in  the  complaint),  enjoining  them  from  collecting 
rebates.  On  September  23,  1948,  leave  to  amend  the  list  of  names  by 
adding  the  name  of  one  doctor  was  granted,  and  on  October  11  1948 
an  order  was  made  granting  the  Government's  motion  that  the  final 
judgment  ^Uuly  26  1948  be  made  applicable  to  13  additional  doctors. 
(See  Nos.  509,  544,  559,  560  and  858.) 

860.  United  States  v.  Yellow  Cab  Company,  Civil  No.  46C1339- 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  July  25 
1946,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  6  corporations  and  1  indi- 
vidual who  It  IS  claimed  controls  all  defendant  companies  through  stock 
ownership  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  commerce  in 
the  sale  of  motor  vehicles  for  use  as  TAXICABS  in  Chicago,  Pitts- 
burgh, New  York  City  and  Minneapolis,  and  in  furnishing  cab  services 
m  Chicago  and  vicinity.  It  is  alleged  that  the  operating  companies  in 
various  cities  agreed  to  purchase  cabs  only  from  designated  manufac- 
turers, to  allocate  types  of  business  among  themselves,  one  company 
securing  a  monopoly  in  transporting  interstate  passengers  between  rail- 
road stations  in  Chicago  and  two  other  operating  companies  securing 
the  general  taxicab  business ;  that  the  total  number  of  taxicabs  in 
Chicago  was  maintained  at  3,000  by  a  city  ordinance  sponsored  by 
defendants,  that  defendants  agreed  to  divide  licenses  for  these  cabs 
among  themselves  at  a  fixed  ratio,  and  prevented  new  operators  from 
entenng  the  business  by  renewing  licenses  for  cabs  they  did  not  operate. 
The  Government  seeks  an  injunction  against  the  illegal  practices,  speci- 
fying that  defendants  be  required  to  release  any  rights  under  the 
Chicago  city  ordinance,  that  the  illegal  agreements  be  declared  void ; 
that  the  defendant  controlling  these  companies  be  required  to  divest 
himself  of  control ;  and  that  defendant  corporations  be  required  to  divest 
themselves  of  control  in  each  other.  Defendants'  motion  to  dismiss 
was  sustained  by  the  Court  November  16,  1946  (69  Fed.  Supp  170, 
CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Coy^.?  If  57,507) ,  and  an  order  of  dismissal  was 
entered  December  2,  1946. 

On  appeal  from  the  order  of  dismissal,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed 
the  holdings  of  the  District  Court  (332  U.  S.  218,  67  S.  Ct.  1560,  CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases  1[  57,576),  that  the  complaint  failed  to  state  a 
violation  of  the  Sherman  Act.  The  court  held  that  the  allegations 
that  the  defendants  conspired  to  acquire  control  of  the  principal  taxi- 
cab  companies  operating  in  certain  cities  and  to  utilize  this  control  to 
compel  such  companies  to  buy  all  their  taxicabs  from  one  of  the 
defendants,  a  manufacturer  of  cabs,  set  forth  a  restraint  clearly  con- 
demned by  the  Act.    The  court  also  held  that  the  allegation  that  two 


of  the  controlled  companies  had  agreed  with  a  third  not  to  compete 
for  contracts  to  provide  transportation  of  passengers  between  Chicago 
railroad  stations  set  forth  a  violation  of  the  Act.  The  allegation  that 
the  defendants  conspired  to  exclude  others  from  the  business  of  operat- 
ing cabs  in  Chicago  was  held  to  set  forth  a  restraint  which  had  too 
casual  and  incidental  relationship  to  interstate  commerce  to  constitute 
a  violation  of  the  Act.  The  trial  of  the  defendants  began  on  May  17, 
1948  and  was  completed  on  June  9,  1948.  On  November  1,  1948,  an 
opinion  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  an  order  was 
entered  November  10,  1948,  providing  that  the  opinion  of  November  1 
constituted  the  Court's  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  and 
dismissing  the  action  on  its  merits.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports, 
Supp.  1948-1951,  T[  62,333.)  On  January  7,  1949,  an  order  was  entered 
allowing  an  appeal  by  the  Government  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

861.  United  States  v.  Patent  Button  Company,  Civil  No.  1854: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sections  3 
and  15  of  the  Clayton  Act,  filed  July  29,  1946,  in  the  District  Court 
(D.  Conn.)  against  the  Patent  Button  Company  which  manufactures 
and  sells  BUTTONS  and  also  manufactures  and  leases  various  types  of 
automatic  fastening  machinery  and  accessories  for  attaching  fasteners 
to  clothing.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  monopolized  and 
attempted  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  through  leasing  agree- 
ments under  which  the  lessee  agreed  not  to  use  fasteners  of  com- 
petitors, and  to  use  only  buttons  and  fasteners  sold  by  the  lessor ;  and 
that  defendant  refused  to  sell  or  lease  fastening  machines  without 
these  tying  clauses.  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices 
be  enjoined,  that  the  agreements  and  leases  be  declared  unlawful,  and 
that  defendant  be  enjoined  from  enforcing  any  patents  used  to  carry 
out  the  agreements.  On  June  26, 1947,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered 
enjoining  the  illegal  practices  complained  of  and  providing  for  uniform 
reasonable  royalties  on  all  existing  patents  as  listed  in  Section  II  (c) 
of  the  judgment  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  1157,579).  (See 
Nos.  862  and  863.) 

862.  United  States  v.  Universal  Button  Fastening  and  Button 
Company,  Civil  No.  5860:  Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the 
Sherman  Act  and  Sections  3  and  15  of  the  Clayton  Act,  filed  July  29,  1946, 
in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mich.)  against  the  Universal  Fastening  and 
Button  Company,  which  manufactures  and  sells  BUTTONS  and  fast- 
eners and  also  leases  various  types  of  automatic  fastening  machinery 
and  accessories.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  monopolized 
and  attempted  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce  through  leasing 
agreements  under  which  the  lessee  agreed  not  to  use  fasteners  of  com- 
petitors, and  to  use  only  buttons  and  fasteners  sold  by  the  lessor ;  and 
that  defendant  refused  to  sell  or  lease  fastening  machines  without  these 
tying  clauses.  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be 
enjoined,  and  that  the  agreements  and  leases  be  declared  unlawful. 
On  May  7,  1948,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  enjoining  the  alleged 
illegal  practices  and  requiring  the  defendant  to  license  patents  involved 
to  all  applicants  without  discrimination  and  at  uniform  reasonable 
royalties  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1[ 62,255). 
(See  Nos.  861  and  862.) 
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N«  ?«i^.    r        i^*^.*^""/-  I^"""^"  Manufacturing  Company,  Civil 
fnd  W-     ^T^^f'il  ^?<^f  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act 
and  Sections  3  and  15  of  the  Clayton  Act,  filed  July  29   1946  in  the 
District  Court  (D.  Conn.)  against  the  Scovill  ManufTctS  Com 
pany,  which  manufactures  and  sells  BUTTONS  and  also  manufactures  and 
leases  various  types  of  automatic  fastening  machinery  and  accessories 
for  attaching  fasteners  to  clothing.    The  complaint  alleges  that  defend- 
ant  monopolized  and  attempted  to  monopolize  interstate  commerce 
through  leasing  agreements  under  which  the  lessee  agreed  not  to  use 
fasteners  of  competitors   and  to  use  only  buttons  and  fasteners  sold 
by  the  lessor;  and  that  defendant  refused  to  sell  or  lease  fastening 
machines  without  these  tying  clauses.     The  Government  asks  that 
the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  that  the  agreements  and  leases  be 
declared  unlawful,  and  that  defendant  be  enjoined  from  enforcing  any 
patents  used  to  carry  out  the  agreements.    On  February  17    1948   a 
consent  judgment  was  entered  enjoining  the  illegal  practices  com- 
plained  of  and  requiring  Scovill  to  license  its  patents  on  button  fast- 
ening  machinery   to   all   applicants   without   discrimination    and   at 
lS'^195l't6T2z!)  '''^^^''''  ^^^^  ^'"^^  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 

Nn  llnAn^^'r^^  ?*?*^*  ""'.  '"??  Standard  Register  Company,  CivU 
A?;  IIJ^V   ,?^'"Pi^^'^^^  ^"^^^  Sections  1,  2,  3  and  4  of  the  Sherman 
Act  and  Sections  3  and  15  of  the  Clayton  Act,  filed  July  30,  1946,  in 
the  District  Court  (D.  D.  C.)  against  the  Standard  Register  Company 
which  leases  and  sells  form-handling  devices  for  use  with  business 
machines,  as  well  as  furnishing  over  60%  of  all  bilaterally  punched 
continuous  forms  used  with  such  machines.    The  complaint  alleges 
that  defendant  has  restrained  and  monopolized  interstate  commerce  by 
selling  or  leasing  its  devices  on  the  condition  that  lessees  and  purchasers 
will  use  only  the  forms  it  manufactures  and  will  not  use  forms  manu- 
factured by  competitors,  and  that  defendant  has  refused  to  lease  or 
sell  Its  devices  except  on  this  condition.    The  Government  asks  that 
the  Illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  that  the  unlawful  leases  be  cancelled 
and  that  the  ownership  of  the  devices  be  transferred  to  the  users     A 
I^^'Vor^  '''^^"?"'^''y  judgment  was  filed  by  the  Government  December 
11, 1946.    On  June  19,  1947,  the  Court  denied  the  Government's  motion 
for  summary  judgment  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^57,612^), 

No  111\a  ^""r^^  ^^-^^'^  V  The  Timken  Roller  Bearing  Company,  Civil 
fil^H  ?.^i  %i^'?^^^'.''^  under  Sections  1,  3  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act, 

T  r^  Jn  I  iV  ^T'  -''  '^^  ^^"'""^  ^^"^^  (N-  ^'  Ohio)  against  the 
Timken  Roller  Beanng  Company  which  manufactures  tapered  roller 
bearings  for  reducing  friction.  A  British  and  a  French  corporation  are 
named  as  co-conspirators.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  and 
the  co-conspirators  have  restrained  the  manufacture,  sale,  import  and 
export  of  anti-friction  bearings  by  entering  into  cartel  agreements  to 
divide  world  markets,  fix  pnces,  to  grant  exclusive  license  agreements 
regardless  of  existing  patents.  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal 
practices  be  enjoined,  the  agreements  declared  illegal  and  cancelled, 
that  Timken  be  enjoined  from  transferring,  selling  or  assigning  its 
trade-mark  to  its  co-conspirators  for  use  in  any  part  of  the  world,  and 
that  Timken  s  financial  interest  in  the  companies  named  as  co-conspira- 


tors be  divested.  An  amended  complaint  was  filed  on  December  15, 
1947.  Trial  of  the  case  was  concluded  on  April  27,  1948.  The  case 
is  now  waiting  decision.    (See  Nos.  841,  866,  and  867.) 

866.  United  States  v.  SKF  Industries,  Inc.,  Civil  No.  24215 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1,  3  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  July  31,  1946, 
in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio),  against  SKF  Industries,  Inc.,  a 
large  manufacturer  of  anti-friction  bearings  in  the  United  States,  and 
a  Swedish  corporation  which  manufactures  these  bearings  in  Sweden 
and  has  the  controlling  interest  in  the  American  company.  An  Italian 
corporation  which  manufactures  bearings  in  Italy  is  named  as  co-con- 
spirator. The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  and  their  co-conspirator 
entered  into  cartel  agreements  to  divide  world  markets,  and  to  fix 
prices,  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce,  and  have  controlled  the 
manufacture,  sale,  import  and  export  of  anti-friction  BEARINGS. 
The  government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  the  illegal 
agreements  cancelled,  that  the  Swedish  defendant  be  ordered  to  divest 
itself  of  its  financial  interest  in  defendant  SKF,  and  that  defendants  be 
enjoined  from  unlawfully  using  the  trade-mark  and  trade-name  "SKF". 
(See  Nos.  841, 865  and  867.) 

867.  United  States  v.  Norma-Hoffman  Bearings  Corporation, 
Civil  No.  24216:  Complaint  under  Sections  1,  3  and  4  of  the  Sherman 
Act,  filed  July  31,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio),  against 
Norma-HofFman  Bearings  Corporation,  which  manufactures  and  sells 
anti-friction  BEARINGS.  A  British  company  which  controls  50%  of 
the  stock  in  defendant  corporation  is  named  as  co-conspirator.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  defendant  and  its  co-conspirator  entered  into 
world  cartel  agreements  to  divide  world  markets  and  to  fix  prices 
of  roller  bearings,  and  that  they  restrained  the  manufacture,  sale, 
imports  and  exports  and  used  trade  marks  to  help  effectuate  the  con- 
spiracy. The  government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined, 
that  the  illegal  contracts  be  cancelled,  that  the  stock  ownership  by  the 
British  co-conspirator  in  defendant  company  be  declared  to  have  been 
acquired  illegally,  and  that  it  be  enjoined  from  exercising  control  over 
defendant.    (See  Nos.  841, 865,  and  866.) 

868.  United  States  v.  The  Mortgage  Conference  of  New  York, 
Civil  No.  37-247 :  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  4  of  the  Sherman 
Act,  filed  August  6,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
an  association,  a  trust  company  and  37  corporations,  including  insur- 
ance companies,  savings  banks  and  comrnercial  banks  which  make 
MORTGAGE  LOANS  on  property  located  in  the  metropolitan  New  York 
area  in  sums  of  over  $10,000;  the  total  amount  of  such  loans  being 
$225,000,000  in  1945,  of  which  defendants  made  60%.  The  complaint 
charges  that  defendants  conspired  to  suppress  competition  in  the  mak- 
ing of  mortgage  loans  and  in  operating  real  estate  by  fixing  minimum 
interest  rates  and  amortization  terms;  by  establishing  standard 
appraisal  procedures  and  valuations;  by  enforcing  uniform  rental 
policies  designed  to  keep  rents  up;  by  preventing  new  construction 
in  areas  where  such  construction  would  lessen  the  income  from  real 
estate  in  which  the  lending  institutions  have  substantial  mortgage 
interests  by  concertedly  withholding  mortgage  financing ;  by  controll- 
ing credit  so  as  to  exclude  minority  racial  and  national  groups  in  cer- 
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in'^su^ch  ^'"""^^^  ''r '^^  '^  P^^'^  mortgages  on  properties  located 
in  such  areas  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  oractices  h^ 
enjoined  and  the  Mortgage  Conference  dissolved,  of  June  1^  19^' 
5  defendants  were  dismissed  and  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  imo 
by  the  remaining  34  defendants.  The  judgment  enjS  the  Ule^l^ 
pracuces  and  provided  for  the  dissolution  of^he  Mor  gLge  Con^^ 
(CCH  Trade  Regulahon  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  jf  62,273)  The  renort 
of  disso  ution  of  the  Mortgage  Conference  of  New  York  pursulnrtn 
the  final  judgment  of  June  16,  1948,  was  filed  on  October  T^m 

AUieH^  WnYt"'^'''^  fT""^  ""''  ^""^"^  ^^  °^  ^^^  International  Fishermen  & 
tiJnl  X%1  ""    ^""l"^^'  ^''  ^^-  ^««^2:     Indictment  under  Sec 
cCCr    rS  D  C.UiT''  ^^''  'I'^^'J^V^  ^"^"^^  23,  1946,  in  the  District 
r^w  ^  ^^^'^'^  ^^?'"^^  ^^^  fishermen's  union  and  15  individuals 

FISH^^lf  •'''"nP''^J^^u"  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  FRESH 
trS  wkV'th!  '^'"^  that  defendants  forced  dealers  to  enter  into  con- 
tw  ^T  ?•  "i'V''"  ^'''"^  ^^^  minimum  price  to  be  paid  for  fish- 

S  ^S'SaTt^  ""TT  "'^'  "^^^^  "^"^"'^  ^'^'^'^  -ho  refused  to 
Aoril  10  1047.  .Tnal  commenced  on  February  18,  1947,  and  on 
April  10,  1947,  one  individual  defendant  was  acquitted.  The  Court 
had  previously  denied  defendants'  motion  to  dismUs  which  was  based 
man  Ac't'under  ?h.'n''  '^'  ^^^"i-"ts  were  exempted  from  the  Sher 
S^Act  r?5?rs  r^sT^n''"'?'^^^^'  Fisherman's  Cooperative  Market- 
3  R.r  ^'  Srl^^^^-  ^^^  ^^"''^  b^sed  its  decision  on  the  Hinton 
and  Borden  c^ses  (50  Fed.  Supp.  782).    On  May  8    1947   the  defend 

TllTc^  'Th'  ^^^^^-  ^"'  '"  "^^y  2^'  1947!VerXerthe  total 
^h  cS.  ""^"^  '^  """"^  ''"  ^PP^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^"'•^  ^^  Appeals. 

870.     United  States  v.  American  Can  Company,  Civil  No  26345-H  • 

Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher^n  AcVand  Secti^^ 
Ca  ^f^?h'^''"  ^''^  fil^^d.August  27,  1946,  in  the  Disfrkt  Couft  (N 
Cahf.)  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce   and 
monopoly  m  the  production  of  TIN  CANS  and  other  S^rnd  fibre 

t  if  alKla^t  17/ h"".^  -tr'  ^if '^"^  ^^  ^^^^^  -^  °^her  products 
leasing  nfmlh^nl  defendant  illegally  entered  into  contracts  for  the 
wnnM^.  machinery  for  sealing  containers  on  condition  that  the  lessees 
would  agree  to  purchase  their  total  requirements  of  metal  and  fibre 
containers  exclusively  from  the  lessor,  and  that  defendant  has  refused 
to  sell  or  lease  such  machinery  without  such  an  agreement  The  Gov 
ernment  asks  that  defendant  be  enjoined  from  en ffr'rg  existing  tieTn 

S;"  MavY'lir  "  r"  '''''KT'  ^^"^^^"-^  simllirprov'is^V" 

Un  May  5,  1948,  a  motion  to  consolidate  this  case  with  that  involving 
Continental  Can  Co.  (No.  871)  was  denied.  On  the  same  date  a" 
im'fse3.87L)"^     ''''•     """^^  commenced  on  NoveU'er  I4 

No  2fiV4fi-p'?'*r  ^T^^  ""•  Continental  Can  Company,  Inc..  Civil 
No.  26346-R:    Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Serman  Act 

cou^rrD  lnf^''^^""  ^^^'  ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^7, 19U  in  troTstH 

L.ourt  (N.  D  Cahf.)  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
commerce  and  monopoly  in  the  production  of  TIN  CANS  and  other 
metal  and  fibre  containers  used  in  the  canning  and  packaging  of  foods 
and  other  products.    It  is  alleged  that  defendant  illegally^Sed  iS 
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contracts  for  the  leasing  of  machinery  for  sealing  containers  on  con- 
dition that  the  lessees  would  agree  to  purchase  their  total  require- 
ments of  metal  and  fibre  containers  exclusively  from  the  lessor,  and 
that  defendant  has  refused  to  sell  or  lease  such  machinery  without 
such  an  agreement.  The  Government  asks  that  defendant  be  enjoined 
from  enforcing  existing  tie-in  contracts  or  from  making  new  contracts 
containing  similar  provisions.  On  June  7,  1948,  an  amended  complaint 
was  filed.    Trial  is  set  for  April  5,  1949.     (See  No.  870.) 

872.  United  States  v.  Boston  Market  Terminal  Company,  Civil 
No.  6070:  Complaint  under  Sections  1,  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act, 
filed  October  15, 1946,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  the  Boston 
Market  Terminal  Company,  19  corporate  members,  the  New  York, 
New  Haven  &  Hartford  Railroad  Company  and  22  individuals,  alleging 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  and  monopoly  in  the 
TRANSPORTATION  and  SALE  of  FRESH  FRUIT  AND  VEGE- 
TABLES within  the  New  England  area.  It  is  alleged  that  the  railroad 
has  leased  the  terminal  to  the  Terminal  Market  Company  and  that  its 
members,  defendant  consignees  of  produce,  used  the  railroad  exclu- 
sively, refusing  to  use  other  railroads  or  motor  carriers,  and  deny  the 
terminal  facilities  to  non-member  consignees.  The  complaint  asks  the 
court  to  require  the  sale  by  the  railroad  of  its  entire  interest  in  the 
Boston  Market  Terminal ;  the  opening  of  the  terminal  to  anyone  desir- 
ing to  use  its  facilities  under  conditions  approved  by  the  Court ;  and  an 
injunction  against  attempts  of  defendants  to  prohibit  the  transporta- 
tion of  fruits  and  vegetables  to  the  terminal  by  motor  carriers.  On  June 
19,  1947,  the  complaint  was  dismissed  as  to  one  corporate  and  one  in- 
dividual defendant.  The  case  is  pending. 

873.  United  States  v.  Gamewell  Company,  Cr.  No.  17623 :  Indict- 
ment on  four  counts  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act, 
returned  November  14,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  the 
Gamewell  Company  and  5  of  its  officers  charging  a  conspiracy  in  re- 
straint of  interstate  commerce  and  monopoly  of  MUNICIPAL  FIRE 
ALARM  EQUIPMENT.  The  American  District  Telegraph  Co.  and 
Its  President  were  also  named  defendants  in  the  first  two  counts 
of  the  indictment,  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  monopolize  trade  in  the 
leasing  of  equipment  to  public  and  private  institutions  and  the  sale 
of  equipment  to  municipalities.  It  is  alleged  that  defendants  attempted 
to  monopolize  the  industry  by  buying  out  competitors,  ace  iiring  patents 
and  trademarks,  cutting  prices,  rigging  specifications  so  as  to  make  it 
impossible  for  competitors  to  bid,  and  threatening  litigation.  On  March 
22,  1948,  all  of  the  defendants  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined 
a  total  of  $43,250.   (See  No.  874.) 

874.  United  States  v.  Gamewell  Co.,  Civil  No.  6150:  Complaint 
under  Sections  2  and  4  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  November  14,  1946, 
m  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  the  Gamewell  Co.  and  three  of 
Its  officers,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce, 
monopoly  and  attempt  to  monopolize  MUNICIPAL  FIRE  ALARM 
EQUIPMENT.  It  is  alleged  that  defendants  bought  out  competitors, 
acquired  patents  and  trade-marks,  cut  prices,  rigging  specifications  so 
as  to  make  it  impossible  for  competitors  to  bid,  and  threatened  litiga- 
tion.   The  Government  seeks  to  enjoin  defendants'  illegal  practices, 
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asks  divestiture  of  the  property  and  assets  of  the  company,  and  for 
such  relief  as  will  dissipate  the  effects  of  the  abuse  of  patent  rights. 
On  March  22,  1948,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  enjoining  the 
alleged  illegal  practices.  The  judgment  also  provided  for  dedication 
of  trademarks  to  the  public  and  for  licensing  of  patents  on  a  reasonable 
royalty  basis  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 
1(62,236).  The  consent  judgment  was  amended  on  July  27,  1948,  on 
October  20,  1948,  and  on  December  17,  1948.   (See  No.  873.) 

875.  United  States  v.  Wallace  &  Tieman  Co.,  Inc.,  Cr.  No.  6055: 
Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  returned 
November  18,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (R.  I.)  against  9  corpora- 
tions and  9  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  inter- 
state commerce  and  monopoly  in  the  production  and  distribution  of 
GAS  CHLORINATING  EQUIPMENT  (used  in  the  treatment  of 
water  and  of  sewage;  in  the  ageing  and  bleaching  of  flour;  paper  and 
textiles ;  and  in  the  prevention  of  raw  food  spoilage)  and  in  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  chlorine  compounds.  It  is  alleged  that  defendants 
acquired  and  misused  patents,  threatened  infringement  suits,  acquired 
the  business  of  competitors,  refused  to  furnish  supplies  and  services 
in  connection  with  chlorinating  equipment  unless  the  equipment  was 
obtained  from  defendants;  divided  the  field  by  entering  into  agree- 
ments not  to  compete,  to  fix  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale, 
cutting  prices,  rigging  specifications  so  as  to  make  it  impossible  for 
competitors  to  bid,  and  preempting  the  major  outlets  and  preventing 
competitors  from  obtaining  essential  parts  and  appliances.  On  De- 
cember 21,  1946,  defendants  moved  to  dismiss  the  indictment  on  the 
ground  women  were  not  in  the  panel  from  which  the  grand  jurors 
were  selected.  On  March  21,  1947,  the  Court  granted  the  defendants' 
motions  to  dismiss  the  indictment,  and  on  May  1,  1947,  an  information 
was  filed  alleging  the  same  unlawful  acts  (See  No.  894).  On  February 
6,  1948,  the  Court  granted  the  defendants'  motion  for  the  return  of 
impounded  documents  on  the  ground  that  the  subpoenas  under  which 
the  documents  were  obtained  were  issued  by  an  illegally  constituted 
grand  jury  and  therefore  constituted  illegal  search  and  seizure  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1[  62,235).  (See  Nos.  876 
and  894.) 

876.  United  States  v.  Wallace  &  Tieman  Co.,  Inc.,  Civil  No.  705 : 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  November 
18,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (R.  I.)  against  9  corporations  and 
9  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  com- 
merce and  monopoly  in  the  production  and  distribution  of  GAS 
CHLORINATING  EQUIPMENT  (used  in  the  treatment  of  water 
and  of  sewage;  in  the  aging  and  bleaching  of  flour;  in  bleaching  paper 
and  textiles;  and  in  the  prevention  of  raw  food  spoilage)  and  in  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  chlorine  compounds.  It  is  alleged  that  de- 
fendants acquired  and  misused  patents,  threatened  infringement  suits, 
acquired  the  business  of  competitors,  refused  to  furnish  supplies  and 
services  in  connection  with  chlorinating  equipment  unless  the  equip- 
ment was  obtained  from  defendants ;  divided  the  field  by  entering  into 
agreements  not  to  compete,  to  fix  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale, 
cutting  prices,  rigging  specifications  so  as  to  make  it  impossible  for 


competitors  to  bid,  and  preempting  the  major  outlets  and  preventing 
competitors  from  obtaining  essential  parts  and  appliances.  The  Gov- 
ernment asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  that  the  Wallace 
&  Tiernan  Co.  be  divested  of  their  interest  in  other  defendant  cor- 
porations, and  for  such  relief  as  will  dissipate  the  effects  of  the  abuse 
of  patent  rights.  On  April  16,  1948,  the  Court  denied  the  defendants' 
motion  to  dismiss  for  lack  of  jurisdiction  and  improper  venue.  The 
Government  opened  and  closed  its  case  on  June  2,  1948.  On  August 
6, 1948,  the  action  was  dismissed  without  prejudice  (CCH  Trade  Regu- 
lation Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,305).  The  appeal  of  the  Govern- 
ment to  the  Supreme  Court  was  filed  November  15,  1948,  and  on 
December  20,  1948,  an  order  was  entered  postponing  further  consid- 
eration of  the  question  of  jurisdiction  and  of  the  motion  to  dismiss  until 
the  hearing  on  the  merits.    (See  Nos.  875  and  894.) 

877.  United  States  v.  North  Coast  Transportation  Co.,  Civil 
No.  1675 :  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed 
November  20,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.)  against 
3  corporations  alleging  an  attempt  to  monopolize  and  a  conspiracy 
to  eliminate  competition  in  PASSENGER  TRANSPORTATION  by 
motor  carrier  between  Seattle,  Wash.,  and  Portland,  Ore.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  integration  of  carriers  operating  in  the  same  terri- 
tory and  over  the  same  routes  was  achieved  through  stock  ownership 
and  interlocking  directorates;  that  competitors  have  been  prevented 
from  entering  into  joint  rates  and  through  routes  with  feeder  lines 
operating  joint  terminals;  that  a  bus  route  was  maintained  to  fight 
and  discouraged  competition  rather  than  to  meet  public  need.  The 
Government  asks  divestiture  of  control  and  cancellation  of  restrictive 
agreements.  On  August  11,  1947,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered 
providing  for  the  divestiture  of  the  operating  rights  of  North  Coast, 
and  restraining  continuation  of  the  practices  of  operating  a  fighting 
ship  and  of  excluding  competing  operators  from  terminals  (CCH  1946- 
1947  Trade  Cases  1157,608).  On  May  14,  1948,  the  Motion  of  the 
West  Coast  Bus  Company  to  intervene  as  a  party  defendant  was  denied. 

878.  United  States  v.  Johnson  &  Johnson,  Cr.  No.  17626:  Indict- 
ment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  returned  November  21, 
1946,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  charging  4  corporations  and  5  of 
their  officers  with  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  com- 
merce in  the  manufacture,  sale  and  distribution  of  SURGICAL 
DRESSINGS.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  fixed  prices, 
terms  and  conditions  of  sale  for  surgical  dressings.  On  February  5, 
1948,  all  defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a 
total  of  $23,001. 

879.  United  States  v.  Magnaflux  Corp.,  Civil  39-207 :  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clay- 
ton Act  filed  December  11,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.) 
against  defendant  corporation,  alleging  the  restraint  of  interstate  trade 
by  monopolizing  and  attempting  to  monoplize  the  manufacture  and  dis- 
tribution of  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT,  powder,  and  paste  for  the 
detection  of  defects  in  metal  parts.  The  complaint  alleges  that  de- 
fendant has  sought  to  acquire  a  monopoly  of  all  principal  patents  relat- 
ing to  this  equipment,  has  threatened  competing  manufacturers  with 
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infringement  litigation  to  drive  them  out  of  business,  and  has  com- 
pelled users  of  its  equipment  to  enter  into  unlawful  license  agreements 
by  which  their  use  of  defendant's  products  is  restricted,  they  are  re- 
quired to  purchase  these  products  only  from  defendant,  and  to  pay  a 
royalty  to  defendant.  The  Government  asks  that  the  unlawful  prac- 
tices be  enjoined,  that  exsiting  license  agreements  be  cancelled,  and 
that  appropriate  relief  be  given  in  order  to  dissipate  the  effects  of  the 
unlawful  use  of  the  patents  involved.  On  April  9,  1947,  the  Court 
entered  an  order  denying  defendants'  motions  to  dismiss  the  complaint, 
to  stnke  portions  thereof,  and  for  a  bill  of  particulars. 

880.  United  States  v.  Tarpon  Springs  Sponge  Exchange,  Inc., 
Civil  1321 :  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  December  13,  1946,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Fla.)  against  the 
Exchange,  11  corporations  and  29  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy 
to  restrain  interstate  trade  in  the  production,  transportation,  and  sale  of 
NATURAL  SPONGES.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants  chan- 
nelized the  sale  of  all  natural  sponges  produced  off  the  Florida  coast 
through  defendant  Exchange,  and  obtained  a  virtual  monopoly  of  such 
sponges  by  various  restrictive  and  discriminatory  practices.  Although 
defendants  were  convicted  of  the  same  offenses  in  a  former  criminal 
action  (see  Case  No.  766),  it  is  alleged  they  have  continued  their  illegal 
practices,  and  the  complaint  asks  that  they  be  enjoined  from  such 
further  activity. 

881.  United  States  v.  Bendix  Home  Appliances,  Inc.,  and  Tele- 
coin  Corp.,  Civil  39-247 :  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act  filed  December  13,  1946,  in 
the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  2  defendant  corporations, 
alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  and  foreign  trade  in  the 
rental,  distribution  and  sale  of  AUTOMATIC  WASHING  MACHINES 
and  parts.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  Bendix  fixes  high 
and  unreasonable  wholesale  and  retail  prices  for  the  machines,  unduly 
restricts  their  resale  and  use,  imposes  unreasonable  conditions,  restric- 
tions and  charges  on  persons  renting  automatic  washing  machines  to 
the  public,  and  excludes  certain  persons  from  the  rental  business.  It  is 
further  alleged  that  sales  contracts  between  Bendix,  its  distributors  and 
dealers  fix  resale  territories,  establish  exclusive  sales  territories,  and 
require  the  exclusive  use  of  defendant's  parts ;  and  that  Telecoin  is  the 
sole  distributor  of  Bendix  machines  in  laundrettes  and  apartment 
houses,  granting  franchises  excluding  other  washing  machine  manu- 
facturers from  commercially  desirable  locations,  fixing  rental  charges, 
and  unreasonably  restricting  the  rights  of  owners  and  operators  with 
respect  to  the  rental  of  the  machines.  A  final  consent  judgment  was 
entered  on  December  17,  1948,  enjoining  the  illegal  activities  charged. 
CCH  Trade  Regulations  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,346.) 

882.  United  States  v.  National  Acme  Co.,  Civil  24530 :  Complaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  2, 1947,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  Ohio)  against  defendant  company,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  trade  in  MULTIPLE  SPINDLE 
AUTOMATIC  SCREW  BAR  AND  CHUCKING  MACHINES, 
machine  tools  used  in  the  manufacture  of  metal  round  parts  requir- 
ing several  tooling  operations.  An  English  and  a  German  corporation 
are  named  as  coconspirators.    The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant 


and  its  co-conspirators  entered  into  cartel  agreements  for  exclusive 
manufacturing  and  sales  rights  for  their  respective  territories,  agreeing 
not  to  compete  with  one  another,  and  not  to  export  into  other  ter- 
ritory. The  Government  asks  that  the  unlawful  practices  be  enjoined 
and  existing  contracts  cancelled. 

On  December  15,  1947,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  can- 
celling the  unlawful  cartel  agreements  and  enjoining  National  Acme 
from  price  fixing,  limiting  production,  dividing  markets  and  restricting 
imports  and  exports  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^  57,651). 

883.  United  States  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  California  and  Standard 
Stations,  Inc.,  Civil  6159-B:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sher- 
man Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act  filed  January  2,  1947,  in  the 
District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  defendant  companies,  alleging  a 
conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade  in  PETROLEUM  PRODUCTS 
and  automotive  accessories.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  com- 
panies entered  into  a  series  of  exclusive  dealing  contracts  with  ap- 
proximately 7,000  operators  of  service  stations  and  garages  in  the  far 
western  states  by  which  the  retail  outlets  were  obligated  to  deal  exclu- 
sively in  products  distributed  or  sponsored  by  defendant,  thus  depriv- 
ing independent  producers  of  access  to  a  substantial  part  of  all  retail 
outlets.    The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined. 

Trial  of  the  case  was  completed  on  May  27,  1948,  and  on  June 
7,  1948,  the  District  Court  rendered  an  opinion  holding  that  the 
contracts  under  which  Standard  required  its  service  station  opera- 
tors to  sell  only  petroleum  products  and  automotive  accessories 
manufactured  or  sponsored  by  Standard,  violated  Section  1  of  the 
Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act,  since  they  constitute 
unreasonable  restraints  of  trade,  result  in  a  substantial  lessening 
of  competition  and  tend  to  create  a  monopoly  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 1162,261).  On  June  28,  1948,  a  supplemental 
opinion  was  rendered  denying  the  defendants'  motion  for  reconsid- 
eration based  upon  the  Supreme  Court  decision  in  the  Columbia  Steel 
case  (78  Fed.  Supp.  850,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948- 
1951,  If  62,269).  An  appeal  by  Standard  Oil  was  filed  in  the  Supreme 
Court  on  September  16,  1948,  and  the  Court  noted  jurisdiction  on 
October  18,  1948. 

884.  United  States  v.  National  Cash  Register  Co.,  Cr.  7092: 
(Supplemental  to  Eq.  6802,  Case  No.  ICX)) :  Petition  for  rule  to  show 
cause  why  defendant  company  and  3  of  its  officers  should  not  be  found 
in  criminal  and  civil  contempt  of  court  for  violating  the  decree  entered 
February  1,  1916  (1  D.  &  J.  315,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Court 
Decision,  If  3130,  see  Case  No.  1(X)),  by  acquiring  the  business  and 
patents  of  a  competing  corporation  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  in 
interstate  commerce  of  CASH  REGISTERS  and  other  registering  de- 
vices. The  Government  asks  that  a  divestiture  be  decreed  and  de- 
fendant be  enjoined  from  enforcing  any  agreement  with  others  not  to 
manufacture  or  distribute  cash  registers  or  registering  devices. 

On  January  8,  1947,  the  same  day  the  petition  was  filed,  the 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  the  Court  entered 
an  order  of  conviction  as  to  all  defendants.  The  National  Cash  Register 
Company  was  fined  $25,000,  and  no  fine  was  assessed  as  to  the  in- 
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Q^^l^^^  defendants.  A  consent  judgment  was  also  entered  January 
«,  1947,  enjoining  the  defendants  from  entering  into  any  agreement 
with  Bell  Punch  Company,  Limited,  or  General  Register  Corporation 
in  connection  with  the  manufacture  or  distribution  of  any  registering 
device,  excluding  or  restricting  any  person  in  the  manufacture,  use 
or  sale  of  certain  patents,  and  from  instituting  or  maintaining  any 
proceedings  to  collect  or  realize  royalties  or  compensation  on  certain 
patents. 

885.  United  States  v.  Phillips  Screw  Co.,  Civil  47-C-147:  Com- 
plaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  16  1947  in 
the  District  Court  (N.  D.,  111.),  against  the  Phillips  Screw  Company, 
a  patent  holding  company,  9  screw  manufacturers  and  8  screw  driver 
and  bit  manufacturers,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate 
^?>Arl"Dp^^^  RECESSED  HEAD  SCREWS  AND  SCREW 
DRIVERS.  The  complaint  alleged  price  fixing,  patent  pooling  and 
territorial  agreements  with  foreign  producers.  The  Government  asks 
that  the  illegal  cartel  arrangements  be  cancelled,  that  all  Phillips  screw 
and  driver  patent  licenses  be  declared  illegal,  that  the  court  order 
such  relief  as  will  dissipate  the  effect  of  the  unlawful  use  of  the 
patents,  and  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from  arrangements  fiix- 
ing  prices  or  conditions  of  sale  on  Phillips  screws  and  drivers.  The 
case  is  pending. 

886.  United  States  v.  General  Cable  Corp.,  Civil  40-76 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  30 
1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.,  N.  Y.),  against  4  corporations 
"?3;nufactunng  and  selling  HIGH  TENSION  CABLE  AND  AC- 
CESSORIES. An  Italian  Corporation  is  named  as  co-conspirator. 
The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  for- 
eign trade  through  price  fixing,  patent  pooling,  cartel  arrangements, 
buying  up  all  patent  rights  relating  to  fluid-filled  cable  for  the  de- 
fendants' collective  use  and  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  and  sup- 
pressing commercial  exploitation  of  a  superior  and  more  economical 
type  of  gas  filled  cable.  The  Government  seeks  cancellation  of  the 
illegal  agreements  and  relief  against  patent  abuses. 

u'jj^^  August  25,  1948,  a  final  consent  judgment  was  entered  for-  v 
bidding  present  or  future  cartel  and  price  fixing  agreements  and  break- 
ing up  the  patent  pool  by  requiring  the  defendants  to  make  available 
to  any  applicant  on  a  non-discriminatory  royalty  basis  the  314  patents 
now  in  the  pool,  as  well  as  any  future  patents  obtained  or  applied 
for  during  a  five  year  period  following  the  date  of  entry  of  the  judg- 
ment. Of  the  patents  in  the  pool  which  have  been  vested  by  the  Office 
of  Alien  Property,  those  which  are  German-owned  are  to  be  licensed 
on  a  royalty  free  basis,  and  the  others  on  terms  equivalent  to  those 
provided  by  the  judgment.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Suop. 
1948-1951,  1[  62,300.)  ^       >  ^"PP 

887.  United  States  v.  The  American-LaFrance-Foamite  Corpo- 
ration, Cr.  5420:  Indictment  under  Section  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act,  returned  February  21,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.,  Ohio), 
against  2  corporations  and  4  individuals,  charging  a  conspiracy  to 
restrain  interstate  trade  by  monopolizing  and  attempting  to  monopo- 
lize the  production  and  distribution  of  MOTOR  DRIVEN   FIRE 


APPARATUS.  It  was  alleged  that  the  defendants  agreed  on  terms  of 
sale  and  prices,  trade-in  allowances,  to  submit  complimentary  or 
dummy  bids  in  order  to  provide  color  of  compliance  with  laws,  and 
included  arbitrary  freight  charges  in  prices.  It  was  also  alleged  that  the 
defendants  agreed  to  use  their  influence  and  position  to  discourage 
others  from  bidding  and  offered  to  influence  awards  to  themselves  by 
improper  inducements.  On  May  22,  1947,  all  the  defendants  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $50,000. 

888.  United  States  v.  Columbia  Steel  Co.,  Civil  1010:  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  February  24,  1947, 
in  the  District  Court  (D.  Del.),  against  Columbia  Steel  Company 
and  3  other  steel  companies,  to  enjoin  the  purchase  by  Columbia  Steel 
Company,  a  wholly  owned  subsidiary  of  United  States  Steel  Corpora- 
tion, of  the  entire  fixed  assets,  inventories  and  good  will  of  Con- 
solidated Steel  Corporation.  It  is  alleged  that  such  purchase  would 
eliminate  substantial  competition  in  the  sale  of  ROLLED  STEEL 
PRODUCTS  and  also  would  eliminate  substantial  competition  be- 
tween United  States  Steel  and  its  subsidiaries  and  Consolidated  in 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  FABRICATED  STEEL  PRODUCTS 
in  various  southern  and  western  states.  The  suit  seeks  a  temporary 
restraining  order  as  well  as  a  permanent  injunction  enjoining  con- 
summation of  the  purchase  agreement.  On  June  3,  1947,  the  court 
granted  a  preliminary  injunction  restraining  the  defendants  from  trans- 
ferring any  more  money  or  assets  (CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases, 
1(57,628.)  Trial  was  concluded  on  June  20,  1947,  and  on  November 
7,  1947,  the  District  Court  (Del.)  dismissed  the  complaint,  holding 
that  there  was  no  substantial  competition  between  U.  S.  Steel  and 
the  West  Coast  fabricator,  which  it  sought  to  acquire,  in  the  sale  of 
either  structural  steel  or  pipe  products.  It  also  found  that  this  fabri- 
cator was  not  a  substantial  market  for  rolled  steel  products  and  that 
no  unreasonable  restraint  of  trade  or  monopolization  of  either  fabri- 
cated steel  or  rolled  steel  products  would  result  from  consummation 
of  the  purchase  (74  F.  Supp.  671,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases, 
1(57,639).  The  Supreme  Court,  on  June  7,  1948,  affirmed  the  order 
of  dismissal  entered  by  the  District  Court  (334  U.  S.  495,  CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1(62,260).  On  June  21,  1948,  the 
Government's  petition  for  rehearing  before  the  Supreme  Court  was 
denied. 

889.  United  States  v.  Grinding  Wheel  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion, Civil  6636 :  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
March  26,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  Mass.),  charging  the  as- 
sociation and  4  member  corporations  with  a  conspiracy  to  fix  prices 
on  GRINDING  WHEELS  and  other  ABRASIVES.  The  complaint 
seeks  to  have  the  association  dissolved ;  to  enjoin  the  defendants  from 
further  agreements  fixing  prices,  discounts  or  customer  classifications ; 
and  to  require  the  defendant  manufacturers  to  make  such  change  in 
their  pricing  system  as  will  be  necessary  to  restore  competition  to 
the  industry.  On  November  19,  1947  a  consent  judgment  was  entered 
dissolving  the  association  and  enjoining  the  alleged  practices  (CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases,  1(57,644). 
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fi747  V  r^"^^^  ^^^^/  ""o  Na^^o'^al  City  Lines,  Inc.,  et  al.  Civil 
a\!  -1  m  io!?'7P  ?'"V''''^^''  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
April  10,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.,  Cal.,  Cen.  D.)  against  9 
corporations  and  7  individuals.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  de- 
tendants  have  engaged  in  an  unlawful  conspiracy  to  acquire  ownershio 
and  control  over  LOCAL  TRANSPORTATION  COMPANIES  in 
various  sections  of  the  United  States. and  to  restrain  and  monopolize 
l"^%"^^^^^,S?^i"f^^^^^^  BUSSES,  PETROLEUM  PROD- 

UCTS, TIRES  AND  TUBES  sold  to  local  transportation  companies 
owned  or  controlled,  or  in  the  future  to  be  owned  or  controlled  by 
the  defendant  transportation  companies.  The  complaint  requests  an 
injunction  against  the  continuance  of  defendants'  illegal  practices  and 
cancellation  of  the  illegal  supply  contracts.  It  asks  that  supplier  de- 
fendants  be  required  to  sell  their  stock  in  National  and  its  affiliated 
companies,  and  requests  such  divestiture  of  National's  holdings  in 
local  transportation  systems  as  is  necessary  to  dissipate  the  effects 
ot  the  illegal  conspiracy.  In  order  to  restore  competition,  the  com- 
plaint asks  that  the  court  direct  the  local  transportation  companies 
control  ed  by  National  to  buy  supplies  by  competitive  bids.  On  Octo- 
ber 10,  1947,  the  District  Court  dismissed  the  complaint  on  the  grounds 
?  cfe"?  ''^T  conveniens  (7  F.  R.  D.  456,  CCH  1946-1947  Trade  Cases 
]\i>/,bU).  On  appeal,  the  Supreme  Court,  on  June  7,  1948,  reversed 
the  order  of  dismissal  entered  by  the  District  Court  and  remanded  the 
case  for  further  proceedings  (334  U.  S.  573,  CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 1(62,259).   Defendants'  petition  for  rehearing 

?^  mJ  t.  5'"^"'^^''"'"^  ^^^  ^^"^^^  ^"  J""«  21,  1948.  On  October 
U,  194«,  the  defendants'  motion  to  transfer  the  case  to  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.,  111.,  E.  Div.)  was  granted  (80  F.  Supp.  734,  CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,319).  On  December  24,  1948, 
an  order  was  entered  granting  a  motion  to  defer  transfer  of  the  case 
until  the  Supreme  Court  has  passed  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of 
certiorari.     (See  No.  891.) 

891.    United  States  v.  National  City  Lines,  Inc.,  et  al.,  Cr.  47-524: 

}^.r}^^^^  ""^^''  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April 
10,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.,  Cal.,  S.  Div.)  (Cr.  19270),  charg- 
ing 9  corporations  and  7  individuals  with  conspiracy  to  acquire  control 
of  a  substantial  part  of  the  LOCAL  TRANSPORTATION  COM- 
PANIES in  the  United  States,  and  to  restrain  and  monopolize  domestic 
trade  in  the  sale  of  BUSSES,  TIRES,  TUBES  AND  PETROLEUM 
PRODUCTS  to  a  nation-wide  combine  of  city  bus  lines  controlled 
by  National  City  Lines,  Inc.  The  indictment  alleged  that  supplier 
defendants  furnished  capital  to  National  and  its  subsidiaries  on  con- 
dition that  the  transportation  companies  purchase  all  their  tires,  tubes, 
petroleum  products  and  busses  from  supplier  defendants  and  also  use 
capital  so  furnished  by  supplier  defendants  to  purchase  or  secure 
control  of  or  financial  interest  in  local  transit  svstems  in  various 
states.  In  return,  the  defendant  transportation  companies  agreed  not 
to  renew  any  of  their  contracts  to  purchase  tires,  tubes,  petroleum  prod- 
ucts and  busses  with  companies  other  than  supplier  defendants  without 
their  consent  or  dispose  of  any  interest  in  any  operating  company 
without  requiring  the  party  acquiring  the  operating  company  to  as- 
sume obligation  of  continuing  to  purchase  from  supplier  defendants. 
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It  was  further  agreed  that  the  defendant  transportation  companies 
would  not  change  or  alter  their  present  equipment  or  purchase  new 
equipment  so  as  not  to  be  able  to  use  supplier  defendants'  products. 
The  motor  bus,  petroleum,  tire  and  tube  business  would  be  allocated 
and  divided  among  the  supplier  defendants.  On  August  14,  1947,  the 
District  Court  granted  the  defendants'  motion  for  transfer  of  the  pro- 
ceedings on  the  grounds  of  forum  non  conveniens  (7  F.  R.  D.  393,  CCH 
1946-1947  Trade  Cases  ^57,600),  and  the  case  was  transferred  to  the 
District  Court  (N.  D.,  111.)  (Cr.  47-524).  On  January  29,  1948,  an 
order  was  entered  dismissing  American  City  Lines,  Inc.  The  case  has 
been  set  for  trial  on  February  14,  1949.    (See  No.  890.) 

892.  United  States  v.  Armour  &  Co.,  et  al.  Cr.  15397:  Informa- 
tion under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  April  21,  1947,  in  the 
District  Court  (W.  D.,  Okla.),  against  3  corporations  and  5  indi- 
viduals, charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  prices  for  the  sale  in  the  Oklahoma 
City  livestock  market  of  HOGS  shipped  from  other  points,  and  to 
regulate  the  buying  of  HOGS  on  a  reciprocal  basis.  This  information 
is  substantially  the  same  as  in  the  indictment  in  case  number  649,  with 
the  exception  of  the  addition  of  Armour  &  Company,  a  Maine  cor- 
poration. On  October  24,  1947,  the  Court  sustained  motions  for  judg- 
ment of  acquittal  for  all  defendants  except  Floyd  M.  Sherwood,  who 
was  granted  a  severance.  The  remaining  defendant  was  dismissed  on 
November  20,  1947. 

893.  United  States  v.  Richfield  Oil  Corporation,  Civil  6896-PH : 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act,  filed  April  30,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.,  Cal., 
Cen.  Div.),  alleging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade  in  PETRO- 
LEUM PRODUCTS  and  AUTOMOTIVE  ACCESSORIES.  The 
complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  company  entered  into  a  series 
of  exclusive  dealing  contracts  and  agreements  with  approximately 
2600  operators  of  service  stations  in  various  western  states,  by  which 
these  retail  outlets  are  obligated  to  deal  exclusively  in  petroleum  prod- 
ucts and  automotive  accessories  distributed  or  sponsored  by  Richfield, 
and  are  prevented  from  handling  the  products  of  other  companies. 
The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be  enjoined.  The  case 
is  pending. 

894.  United  States  v.  Wallace  &  Tieman  Co.,  IncCr.  6070:  In- 
formation under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  May  1, 
1947,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  R.  I.),  charging  9  corporations  and 
9  individuals  with  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monopolize  the  produc- 
tion and  distribution  of  CHLORINATING  EQUIPMENT,  and  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  CHLORINE  COMPOUNDS.  It  is  alleged 
that  the  defendants  acquired  and  misused  patents,  threatened  infringe- 
tnent  suits,  acquired  the  business  of  competitors,  refused  to  furnish 
supplies  and  services  in  connection  with  chlorinating  equipment  unless 
the  equipment  was  obtained  from  the  defendants,  divided  the  field  by 
entering  into  agreements  not  to  compete,  to  fix  prices,  terms  and 
conditions  of  sale,  cutting  prices,  rigging  specifications  so  as  to  make 
>t  impossible  for  competitors  to  bid,  and  preempting  the  major  outlets 
and  preventing  competitors  from  obtaining  essential  parts  and  ap- 
pliances.   An  indictment  alleging  the  same  offenses  was  dismissed  on 
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March  19,  1947,  on  the  ground  that  women  were  illegally  excluded 
from  the  grand  jury  panel.    (See  No.  875.)    On  April  14,  1948,  the 
Court  denied  the  motions  to  dismiss  5  corporations  and  6  individuals 
•   J-   -S"  I     '  '  ^^^  motions  to  dismiss  2  other  corporations  and  1 

individual,  and  to  grant  severance  and  separate  trial  for  them,  were 
denied.  The  case  is  pending.   (See  Nos.  875  and  876.) 

ooAn^^^A  ^^^^^^  States  V.  Cotton  Valley  Operators'  Committee,  Civil 
2209:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed 
l^^u  ^  V^"^^'  *"  *^^  District  Court  (W.  D.,  La.),  charging  the  Cotton 
Valley  Operators'  Committee,  15  corporations  and  18  individuals  with 
conspiring  to  restrain  and  monopolize  interstate  trade  in  LIQUID 
and  GASEOUS  HYDROCARBONS.  The  complaint  alleges  price- 
fixing,  channehzation  of  markets  and  agreements  to  exclude  others 
oi^^^nAo  ^^^^"^ss  of  extracting  and  selling  hydrocarbons.  On  January 
Zl,  1948,  the  court  granted  the  Government's  motion  to  strike  de- 
^ndant's  application  to  take  oral  depositions  (75  F.  Supp  1  CCH 
T^Ao'  ^^^"^f**^«  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If 62,216).  On  March  12, 
/o  ?:  T?^  defendant  s  motion  to  quash  service  of  process  was  denied 
(8  F.  R.  D.  35).  On  April  22,  1948,  the  motions  of  Ohio  Oil  Co.  to 
produce  certain  documents  and  to  dismiss  were  denied  (77  F  Supp 
409,  CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1162,243). 

^  ^^uvY^^*^^^?*?,^^^  ^-  American  Society  of  Composers,  Authors 
and  Publishers,  Civil  42-245:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of 
the  Sherman  Act,  filed  June  23, 1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y  ) 
charging  the  American  Society  of  Composers,  Authors  and  Publishers 
r^TTr^JlS^**^^^"^"^  ^"^  monopolizing  interstate  and  foreign  trade  in 
MUSICAL  PERFORMING  RIGHTS.  The  complaint^ecffically 
alleges  that  ASCAP,  through  an  International  Confederation  and  some 
Zb  similar  societies  in  other  countries,  have  exclusively  cross-licensed 
each  other  under  all  musical  performance  rights  and  prevented  other 
societies  from  having  access  to  such  music.  The  suit  seeks  cancellation 
of  the  existing  illegal  agreements  and  also  an  order  requiring  ASCAP 
to  withdraw  from  the  Confederation  and  enjoining  it  from  accepting 
music  performing  rights  in  the  United  States  under  the  repertoires  of 
any  foreign  music  rights  in  the  U.  S.  unless  equally  available  to  other 
U.  S.  societies.  The  case  is  pending. 

io^o-F^'t  y^^ted  States  v.  Rubber  Manufacturers  Ass'n.,  Inc.,  Cr. 
126-93 :  Information  under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
^"^'^  i?'  ^^f'  '"^  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the 
Rubber  Manufacturers  Association,  8  corporations  and  10  officers, 
charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  interstate  commerce 
in  the  sale  of  TIRES  and  TUBES.  It  charged  that  the  defendants 
agreed  on  prices,  discounts,  allowances,  bonuses,  classifications  of  cus- 
tomers, uniform  warranties,  guarantees  and  adjustment  policies,  allo- 
cation of  sales  to  state,  county  and  municipal  government  agencies, 
limitations  upon  production  of  specified  types  of  tires,  and  other 
related  practices,  for  the  purpose  of  eliminating  price  competition. 
On  December  15,  1947,  the  Government  filed  an  amended  information 
and  on  the  same  date  the  Court  denied  the  defendant's  motion  for 
change  of  venue.  On  October  21  ,1948,  1  association,  8  corporations, 
and  Z  individuals  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined 
a  total  of  $50,000.  On  the  same  date  the  remaining  defendants  were 
dismissed. 


898.  United  States  v.  Technicolor,  Inc.,  CivU  7507-M :  Complaint 
under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clay- 
ton Act  filed  August  18,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.,  Cen. 
Div.)  against  3  corporations,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
in  the  business  of  professional  COLOR  CINEMATOGRAPHY.  The 
complaint  further  alleges  that  the  defendants  have  conspired  to  monop- 
olize color  cinematography  through  a  series  of  agreements  between 
the  defendants  whereby  patents,  new  developments  and  technological 
information  relating  to  color  photography  would  be  reserved  for  Tech- 
nicolor's exclusive  use  in  the  professional  field.  The  suit  asks  cancella- 
tion of  all  illegal  agreements  and  such  relief  as  to  patents  and  "know- 
how"  as  will  dissipate  the  effects  of  the  unlawful  practices  and  permit 
free  competition.  On  November  24,  1948,  a  consent  judgment  was 
entered  against  Eastman  Kodak  Co.  requiring  Eastman  to  license  all 
its  current  patents  to  any  applicant  royalty  free,  and  to  license  all 
patents  it  may  acquire  in  this  field  during  the  next  five  years  on  a 
reasonable  royalty  basis,  and  to  furnish  technical  information  and 
"know-how"  to  all  licensees  and  to  sell  professional  color  motion  picture 
film  to  all  applicants  without  discrimination  or  the  imposition  of  bur- 
densome conditions.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 
If  62,338.)   The  case  is  still  pending  as  to  the  remaining  defendants. 

899.  United  States  v.  Brake  Lining  Manufacturers  Ass'n.,  Inc., 
Cr.  126-205 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
August  21,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.),  charging  one 
association,  14  corporations  and  35  officers  with  a  conspiracy  to  restrain 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  CLUTCH  FACINGS.  The  indict- 
ment charged  that  the  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  by  means  of 
uniform  price  lists,  classification  of  customers,  uniform  discounts  and 
agreed  upon  terms  and  conditions  of  sale.  On  September  22,  1948,  1 
association,  14  corporations,  and  9  individuals  pleaded  nolo  contendere, 
and  were  fined  a  total  of  $51,700,  and  25  individual  defendants  were 
dismissed.  The  association  was  dissolved  and  the  defendants  agreed 
to  discontinue  the  illegal  practices  charged. 

900.  United  States  v.  Brake  Lining  Manufacturers  Ass'n.,  Inc.„ 
Cr.  126-206 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
August  21,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.),  charging  one 
association,  18  corporations  and  28  officers  with  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  foreign  commerce  in  FRICTION  MATERIALS  consisting  of  as- 
bestos brake  linings  and  clutch  facings.  The  indictment  alleged  that 
the  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  by  means  of  uniform  price  lists, 
discounts,  and  agreed  upon  terms  and  conditions  of  sale.  The  result 
of  the  conspiracy  had  been  to  eliminate  competition  in  foreign  com- 
merce. On  September  22,  1948,  1  association,  14  corporations,  and  5 
individuals  pleaded  nolo  contendere,  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $44,100, 
and  3  corporations,  and  23  individuals  were  dismissed.  The  association 
was  dissolved,  and  the  defendants  agreed  to  abandon  the  illegal  prac- 
tices charged. 

901.  United  States  v.  Brake  Lining  Manufacturers  Ass'n.,  Inc., 
Cr.  126-207 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
August  21,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.),  charging  one 
association,' 19  corporations  and  41  officers  with  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
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of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  BRAKE  LININGS.  The  in- 
dictment charged  that  the  defendants  combined  to  fix  prices  by  means 
of  uniform  price  lists,  classification  of  customers,  uniform  discounts 
and  agreed  upon  terms  and  conditions  of  sale.  On  September  22  1948* 
1  association,  17  corporations,  and  9  individuals  pleaded  nolo  con- 
tendere and  were  fined  a  total  of  $56,200.  1  corporation,  and  32  indi- 
viduals were  dismissed.  The  association  was  dissolved,  and  the 
defendants  agreed  to  discontinue  the  illegal  practices  charged. 

902.  United  States  v.  National  Association  of  Real  Estate  Boards 
Civil  3472-47:  Complaint  under  Section  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
August  27,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  2  real  estate 
•  ^i^^"ii^  individuals,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade 
in  REAL  ESTATE  COMMISSION  RATES.  The  complaint  alleges 
that  the  defendants  conspired  to  fix  the  commission  rates  on  the  sale, 
exchange,  leasing  and  management  of  real  property  and  improvements 
thereon.  The  complaint  asks  for  cancellation  of  the  illegal  provisions 
and  regulations  which  fix  uniform  commission  rates,  and  seeks  an 
injunction  to  prevent  the  associations  or  their  members  from  par- 
ticipating in  similar  agreements  in  the  future.  The  Government's 
motion  for  judgment  on  the  pleadings  was  denied  on  March  1,  1948. 
On  July  16,  1948,  an  order  was  entered  denying  the  motion 'of  all 
defendants  for  a  summary  judgment.  A  petition  for  allowance  of  a 
special  appeal  from  the  order  overruling  the  motion  for  summary 
judgment  based  on  a  plea  of  res  judicata  was  filed  on  July  21,  1948, 
and  an  order  allowing  the  special  appeal  was  entered  on  November 
2,  1948.   (See  No.  903.) 

903.  United  States  v.  National  Association  of  Real  Estate  Boards. 
Cr.  950-47 :  Indictment  under  Section  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
on  August  27,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C),  charging  2  real  estate 
boards  with  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  in  REAL  ESTATE 
COMMISSION  RATES.  The  indictment  charged  that  the  defendants 
conspired  to  fix  the  commission  rates  or  fees  on  the  sale,  exchange, 
leasing  and  management  of  real  property.  On  June  4,  1948,  the  court 
directed  a  verdict  of  acquittal  as  to  both  defendants.  (80  F.  Supp.  350, 
CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1162,265.)  (See  No. 
902.) 

904.  United  States  v.  Owens-Coming  Fiberglas  Corp.,  Civil  5778 : 
Complaint  under  Section  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September  10 
1947,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio)  against  3  corporations,  al- 
leging a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and 
commerce  in  GLASS  FIBERS  AND  GLASS  FIBER  PRODUCTS. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  have  monopolized  the  pro- 
duction of  glass  fiber  products  by  combining  patents  and  facilities 
of  Owens-Illinois  Glass  Company  and  Coming  Glass  Works  in  a  jointly 
owned  company.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the  defendants  have  restricted 
the  importation  into  and  exportation  from  the  United  States  of  glass 
fibers  by  means  of  a  world-wide  cartel  which  allocates  territories  and 
controls  cross-licensing  of  patents.  The  complaint  asks  that  the  de- 
fendants be  enjoined  from  monopolizing  or  attempting  to  monopolize, 
from  entering  into  any  arrangement  restricting  importation  of  glass 
fibers  into  the  United  States  or  acquiring  exclusive  rights  in  the  United 
States  to  any  patents  or  inventions  developed  by  foreign  producers. 


The  complaint  also  asks  that  Owens-Illinois  and  Corning  be  required 
to  divest  their  stock  interest  in  Owens-Corning.  On  June  16,  1948,  a 
memorandum  opinion  was  rendered  granting  certain  portions  of  the 
defendants'  motions  to  strike,  and  to  require  a  more  definite  statement. 
On  July  16, 1948,  an  amended  complaint  was  filed.  The  case  is  pending. 

905.  United  States  v.  Textile  Machine  Works,  Civil  43-671 :  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  October  20, 
1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  2  corporations  and  4 
officers  thereof,  alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  and  monopoly  in  FULL  FASHIONED  HOSIERY 
and  HOSIERY  MACHINERY.  It  is  alleged  that  the  defendants  have 
entered  into  agreements  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  existing  hosiery 
machinery  obsolescent,  eliminating  competitive  second  hand  full- 
fashioned  hosiery  machinery  and  preventing  use  thereof  in  the  manu- 
facture of  low-priced  full-fashioned  hosiery;  and  compelling  the 
purchase  by  hosiery  manufacturers  of  new  machinery  of  textile  manu- 
facture. It  is  also  alleged  that  since  the  termination  of  World  War  II, 
Textile  has  preferred  Berkshire  in  its  delivery  of  full-fashioned  hosiery 
machinery  and  has  withheld  such  machinery  from  competing  hosiery 
manufacturers,  and  has  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  sale  to  veterans,  who 
have  been  granted  priorities,  of  full-fashioned  hosiery  machinery  re- 
quired them  to  agree  not  to  sublease  or  otherwise  dispose  of  such 
machinery  without  first  offering  Textile  the  right  to  repurchase  the 
machinery.  It  is  further  alleged  that  Textile  and  Berkshire  through 
a  medium  of  their  common  officers,  directors  and  stock  ownership 
have  been  able  to  further  and  improve  their  respective  interest  and 
to  support  and  extend  their  domination  in  this  industry.  The  complaint 
asks  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from  continuing  their  illegal 
practices  and  that  Textile  be  required  to  divest  itself  of  all  interest 
in  Berkshire  and  be  enjoined  from  holding  any  interest  in  any  other 
hosiery  machinery  company.  The  complaint  also  asks  that  Textile 
be  enjoined  from  selling  any  hosiery  machinery  to  Berkshire  for  1 
year;  that  the  operation  and  control  of  Berkshire  and  Textile  be  sep- 
arated; and  that  the  officers,  directors  and  agents  and  employees  of 
Berkshire  and  Textile  be  enjoined  from  holding  positions  in  both  com- 
panies simultaneously.  The  case  is  pending. 

906.  United  States  v.  United  States  Pipe  and  Foundry  Company, 
ct  al.,  Civil  10772 :  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  October  23,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  5  cor- 
porations alleging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and  monop- 
olize interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  in  (a)  MACHINERY 
FOR  THE  MANUFACTURE  OF  CAST  IRON  PRESSURE  PIPE, 
and  (b)  CAST  IRON  PRESSURE  PIPE  by  entering  into  lease-license 
agreements  with  Centrifugal  Pipe  Corporation,  and  licensees  of  de- 
fendants. These  license  agreements  are  alleged  to  have  resulted  in 
price-fixing,  control  and  limiting  of  production,  maintaining  of  a 
dominant  position  for  U.  S.  Pipe  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  cast 
iron  pressure  pipe  in  the  United  States,  obtaining  for  U.  S.  Pipe  a 
monopoly  of  existing  and  future  patents  and  also  allocation  of  markets 
for  cast  iron  pressure  pipe  in  the  United  States,  obtaining  for  U.  S. 
Pipe  a  monopoly  of  existing  and  future  patents  and  also  allocation  of 
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^f  In^I.  .^  r^u^^'n  P^^^^"^^  P»Pe  and  machinery  for  manufacture 
of  such  pipe.  The  Government  asked  for  cancellation  of  the  illeeal 
agreements,  relief  from  patent  abuses,  including  reasonable  royalty 
licensing,  and  a  direction  to  U.  S.  Pipe  and  Foundry  Company  that  it 
sell  or  lease  all  machines  manufactured  by  it  upon  uniform  and  reason- 
able terms  On  July  21,  1948,  a  decree  was  entered  requiring  U.  S.  P^e 
and  Foundry  Co.  to  dedicate  to  the  public  its  50  patents  relating  ?o 
the  manufacture  of  cast  iron  pressure  pipe,  and  to  convey  to  the  other 
defendants  title  to  all  pipe-manufacturing  machines  now  in  their  pos- 
session. All  existing  lease-license  agreements  between  the  defendants 
were  cancelled  and  the  defendants  were  enjoined  from  entering  into 
any  agreements  hereafter  that  contain  restrictive  provisions.  For  three 
years,  all  defendants  must  license  patents  on  a  non-discriminatory 
basis.  U.  b.  Pipe  and  Foundry  was  enjoined  from  acquiring  assets  or 
stock  ot  any  other  pipe  manufacturer  where  the  acquisition  may  sub- 
stantially lessen  competition  or  tend  to  create  a  monopoly.  (CCH 
Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1 62,285.) 

r.U'  ^?'^'  y^^^^^  ?*^*^^ ""'  ^^""^  ^-  Morgan,  et  al.,  Civn  43-757 :  Com- 
?047  •  "'V^^Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  October  30 
1947,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  an  investment  banking 
association,  17  investment  banking  firms  and  132  individual  members 

lFr?Tm^?4^e^i?^T?r^c.^o''"^P^'^^y  *^  restrain  and  monopolize  the 
SECURITIES  BUSINESS  of  the  United  States  by  restricting,  con- 
trolling, and  fixing  the  channels  and  methods,  the  prices,  terms  and 
conditions  upon  which  security  issues  are  merchandised. 

The  Government  asks  that  the  banking  firms  be  enjoined  (1)  from 

r.'.?l^^'?f^^  "^"^^  ^''"'^'??  ^^  ""J^V^^'  ^^  ^"  i^^"^^  ^"d  o^  purchaser  for 
resale  of  the  same  securities  of  the  same  issuer;  (2)  from  participating 

m  buying  groups  to  merchandise  any  securities  in  which  a  defendant 
banking  firm  is  a  participant ;  (3)  from  interfering  with  the  rights  of 
issuers  and  investors  in  freely  choosing  their  methods ;  and  (4)  from 
engaging  or  causing  others  to  engage  in  market  operations  of  any  kind 
designed  to  stabilize  and  maintain  the  market  price  of  securities  in 
any  issues  they  purchase,  except  where  such  activity  is  permitted  by 
an  act  of  Congress  for  the  sole  protection  of  investors.  The  case  is 
pending. 

vyJ^rLy  r""'^^^  ^^^^''a  ^'  ^.^e  Greater  Kansas  City  Chapter,  National 
f^rTl  ^'^u^'fu'^  Association,  et  al.,  Cr.  16887:  Indictment  under 
section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  against  the  association,  4  member  cor- 
porations,  and  8  individual  members  of  the  association  filed  December 
5,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Mo.,  W.  Div.)  charging  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  in  the  installa- 
tion of  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT  in  housing.  By  a  conthiuing 
agreement  and  concert  of  action  the  defendants  are  alleged  to  have 
fixed  pnces  for  the  installation  of  electrical  equipment  in  housing  by 
including  escalator  clauses  in  electrical  contracts,  minimum  markup  to 
be  charged  for  labor,  and  additional  charges  when  working  on  pre- 
fabncated  houses.  The  case  is  pending. 

T^y.^'  I  n"^?"^  States  V.  The  Greater  Kansas  City  Chapter,  National 
Electrical  Contractors  Association,  et  al.,  Cr.  5287 :  Indictment  under 
section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  against  the  association,  2  member  cor- 


porations, and  7  individual  members  of  the  association  filed  December 
5,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Mo.,  S.  Div.)  charging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  in  installa- 
tion of  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT  in  housing.  By  a  continuing 
agreement  and  concert  of  action  the  defendants  are  alleged  to  have 
entered  into  agreements  not  to  contract  to  supply  labor  required  in  the 
installation,  alteration,  or  repair  of  electrical  systems  unless  the  owner 
paid  an  additional  sum  representing  part  of  the  profit  the  contractor 
would  have  made  if  the  electrical  materials  had  been  supplied  by  him. 
The  case  is  pending. 

910.  United  States  v.  Bendix  Aviation  Corp.,  et  al..  Civil  44-284: 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  and  Section  3 
of  the  Clayton  Act,  filed  December  9,  1947,  in  the  District  Court 
(S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Bendix  Aviation  Corporation  and  6  other 
corporations,  charging  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  and 
monopolize  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  commerce  in  the  manu- 
facture and  sale  of  BRAKING  SYSTEMS.  The  complaint  alleges  that 
the  defendants  have  used  their  ownership  of  hundreds  of  patents  to 
retain  and  extend  their  control  of  this  field,  to  compel  customers  to 
purchase  unpatented  along  with  patented  parts  of  such  systems,  to 
suppress  inventions  and  improvements  in  braking  systems  which  might 
adversely  compete  with  defendants'  products,  and  to  exclude  competi- 
tors by  threats  and  harassing  patent  litigation. 

The  suit  asks  that  the  defendants  be  required  to  license  royalty 
free  all  patents  used  to  further  their  control,  and  seeks  to  unscramble 
through  divestitures,  the  defendants'  intercorporate  stockholdings  and 
company  acquisitions.  The  Government  will  also  ask  such  cancellation 
of  the  license  agreements  and  understandings  as  is  necessary  to  dis- 
sipate the  effects  of  the  monopoly  and  illegal  activities. 

On  December  22,  1948,  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  as  to 
Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co.  enjoining  the  illegal  practices  charged. 
(CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,349.) 

911.  United  States  v.  E.  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours  and  Company, 
Inc.,  Civil  5017-47:  Complaint  under  Section  2  of  the  Sherman  Act, 
filed  December  13,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C.)  against  E.  I. 
du  Pont  de  Nemours  and  Company,  Inc.,  and  naming  6  foreign  com- 
panies as  co-conspirators,  charging  an  unlawful  monopoly  of  the 
CELLOPHANE  CAP  and  BAND  industry  in  the  United  States. 
Ine  complaint  alleges  that,  in  the  assertion  of  its  monopoly  powers, 
du  Pont  has  arbitrarily  determined  prices  and  controlled  supplies ;  has 
excluded  potential  competitors  by  means  of  cartel  arrangements  and 
other  unlawful  agreements  and  practices;  has  subverted  the  patent 
laws  of  the  United  States ;  and  has  restrained  free  and  open  competi- 
tion at  the  distribution  level  of  the  industry.  The  Government  asks 
that  the  defendant  be  required  to  divest  itself  of  such  of  its  manufac- 
turing plants  and  other  assets  as  shall  be  necessary  to  establish 
independent  and  competitive  productive  units  within  the  industry.  The 
case  is  pending. 

912.  United  States  v.  United  Shoe  Machinery  Corporation,  Civil 
1*98:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
December  15,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  the  United 
ohoe  Machinery  Corporation  charging  a  monopoly  in  the  manufacture 
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of  SHOE  MACHINERY,  SHOE  MACHINERY  PARTS,  SHOE 
FACTORY  SUPPLIES,  and  TANNING  MACHINERY.  It  is  al- 
leged  that  United  achieved  its  monopoly  through  acquisition  of  com- 
petitors assets  and  key  personnel,  inducing  competitors  to  use  only 
certain  types  of  machines  and  to  distribute  their  machinery  through 
United,  by  pursuing  a  manufacturing  and  marketing  policy  to  prevent 
the  installation  in  shoe  factories  of  all  competitive  shoe  machinery,  by 
misuse  of  patent,  by  preventing  distribution  of  second  hand  machinery, 
by  requiring  lessees  to  purchase  from  United  all  parts  for  shoe  ma- 
chinery leased  by  it,  by  acquiring  capital  stock  in  competing  corpora- 
tions, by  inducing  manufacturers  of  shoe  factory  supplies  to  market 
such  supplies  to  the  shoe  trade  exclusively  through  United,  by  using 
its  monopoly  of  shoe  machinery  as  an  instrument  to  monopolize  the 
distribution  of  shoe  factory  supplies  and  by  acquiring  capital  stock 
and  assets  of  tanning  machinery  companies.  The  Government  seeks 
to  compel  the  defendants  to  sell  all  of  its  plants  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  shoe  factory  supplies  and  some  of  its  plants  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture of  shoe  machinery  and  tanning  machinery,  and  to  offer  to  sell 
its  machinery  to  shoe  manufacturers,  instead  of  only  leasing,  as  it  does 
now,  and  to  make  available  to  its  competitors  all  patents  and  know- 
how  relating  to  shoe  machinery.  The  trial  date  has  been  set  for 
April  20,  1949. 

913.  United  States  v.  Abrasive  Grain  Association,  et  al.,  Civil 
3672:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December 
15,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Association 
and  5  member  corporations  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
to  fix  non-competitive  prices  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce in  ARTIFICIAL  ABRASIVE  GRAIN.  By  agreements  and 
understandings  the  defendants  and  five  co-conspirators  continuously 
planned  and  acted  together  to  eliminate  price  competition  among  the 
members  of  the  Association.  The  Government  asked  that  the  Asso- 
ciation be  dissolved,  and  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from  fixing 
prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sales  contracts  of  artificial  abrasive 
grain.  On  November  16,  1948,  a  final  consent  judgment  was  entered 
ordering  the  defendants  to  refrain  from  fixing  prices  and  uniform 
conditions  of  sale  of  artificial  abrasive  grain  or  from  exchanging  price 
lists  and  quotations  among  themselves.  It  also  required  the  defendant 
manufacturers  to  give  purchasers  of  artificial  abrasives  the  option  of 
purchasing  at  delivery  price  or  at  a  factory  price  based  on  delivered 
price  less  actual  cost  of  transportation.  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Re- 
ports, Supp.  1948-1951, 1[  62,329.) 

914.  United  States  v.  Boston  Fruit  &  Produce  Exchange,  Cr. 
17909:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  returned  De- 
cember 16,  1947,  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  a  produce  ex- 
change and  12  egg  dealers  charging  a  conspiracy  to  fix  and  stabilize 
EGG  PRICES  throughout  New  England.  It  is  alleged  that  the  exchange 
is  not  a  bona  fide  commodity  market,  but  is  being  used  only  as  a 
medium  to  fix  prices  collusively,  in  violation  of  the  antitrust  laws. 
On  March  3  and  4,  1948,  the  defendants  appealed  to  the  C.  C.  A.  1st 
from  an  order  of  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  denying  their  motions 
to  dismiss  and  for  bills  of  particulars.   On  July  19,  1948,  motions  for 


severance  by  defendants  Brockton  Egg  Auction,  New  Hampshire  Egg 
Auction,  and  Kennedy  Co.,  were  denied  without  prejudice. 

915.  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Company,  et  aL,  Cr.  19772 : 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  January  12, 
1948  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  charging  10  corporations  with 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce.  The  in- 
dictment charges  the  defendants  have  conspired  to  fix  artificial  and 
non-competitive  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  by  uniform  price 
lists  and  the  exchange  of  information  in  the  sale  of  ELECTRICAL 
SWITCHES  AND  EQUIPMENT  to  publicly  and  privately  owned 
public  utility  corporations  in  the  Pacific  Coast  area.  On  April  4,  1949, 
the  trial  date  will  be  set. 

916.  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Company,  et  al..  Civil 
7899-M :  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January 
13,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D..  Calif.)  against  10  corporations, 
alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
in  DISCONNECTING  SWITCHES,  GROUNDING  SWITCHES 
and  other  items  of  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT  employed  by  pub- 
licly and  privately  operated  public  utility  corporations.  The  complaint 
alleges  the  defendants  conspired  to  fix,  establish,  and  maintain  uniform, 
artificial  and  non-competitive  prices,  terms  and  conditions  in  the  sale  by 
means  of  uniform  price  lists  and  the  exchange  of  information  concern- 
ing prices  of  this  equipment.  The  Government  asks  that  the  unlawful 
practices  be  enjoined  and  existing  agreements  cancelled.  On  February 
28, 1949,  the  trial  date  will  be  set. 

917.  United  States  v.  The  Seattle  Electrical  Contractors  Asso- 
ciation, et  al.,  Cr.  47485 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman 
Act  returned  on  January  22,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash., 
N.  Div.)  against  an  association,  its  manager,  5  member  corporations 
and  11  individual  members  of  the  association,  charging  a  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the 
installation  of  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT  in  housing.  The  in- 
dictment alleged  price-fixing  on  the  installation  of  electrical  equipment 
in  housing  through  means  of  bid  depositories,  uniform  methods  of 
calculating  basic  costs,  submission  of  uniform  bids  for  the  installation 
of  electrical  equipment  and  agreements  not  to  enter  into  contracts  with 
owners  or  builders  to  supply  labor  required  in  the  installation  unless 
approval  is  obtained  from  the  defendant  association.  On  June  17,  1948, 
the  District  Court  rendered  an  oral  opinion  sustaining  the  defendant's 
motion  to  dismiss  the  indictment  for  failure  to  set  forth  a  violation  of 
interstate  commerce.    ( See  No.  958. ) 

918.  United  States  v.  St.  Louis  Dairy  Company,  Cr.  25713:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  25, 
1948  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.,  E.  Div.)  against  2  dairy  com- 
panies and  6  individuals  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  by  fixing  prices  of  fluid  MILK  sold  in  the  St.  Louis  area. 
Ine  indictment  charges  that  defendants  have  consistently  charged 
uniform  and  non-competitive  retail  and  wholesale  prices  and  would 
not  make  any  price  change  until  an  agreement  had  been  reached 
among  them.  On  May  14,  1948,  a  memorandum  opinion  was  rendered 
aenying  defendants'  motion  to  dismiss  (77  F.  Supp.  853,  CCH  Trade 
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Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  If  62,311).  On  May  28,  1948,  the 
two  companies  were  found  guilty,  and  the  individual  defendants  were 
acquitted.  On  June  1,  1948,  the  Court  imposed  fines  of  $5,000  on 
each  corporate  defendant.  On  July  19,  1948,  a  memorandum  opinion 
was  rendered  denying  motions  of  the  St.  Louis  Dairy  Co.  and  the  Pevely 
Dairy  Co.  for  judgment  of  acquittal  and  in  the  alternative  for  a  new 
trial,  and  the  motion  of  defendant  Pevely  Dairy  Co.  in  arrest  of 
judgment  was  also  4enied.  (79  F.  Supp.  12,  CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1162,291.)  Notice  of  appeal  by  the  two  cor- 
porate defendants  was  filed  on  this  same  date. 

919.  United  States  v.  The  Northeast  Texas  Chapter,  National 
Electrical  Contractors  Association,  et  al.,  Cr.  11952:  Indictment  under 
Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  February  28,  1948  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  (N.  D.  Texas)  against  the  association,  its  manager,  4  cor- 
porations and  13  individuals  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy 
to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  sale  of  ELECTRICAL 
EQUIPMENT  and  the  INSTALLATION  OF  ELECTRICAL  SYS- 
TEMS. The  first  count  of  the  indictment  charges  that  the  defendants 
have  agreed  that  the  defendant  jobbers  will  not  sell  lighting  fixtures 
direct  to  consumers  unless  there  is  included  in  the  sales  price  a  com- 
mission to  be  paid  to  defendant  electrical  contractors,  that  no  firm 
or  individual  shall  operate  both  as  a  jobber  and  a  retailer  and  if  so 
operated  will  be  boycotted  by  defendant  electrical  contractors,  that 
electrical  contractors  will  buy  only  from  local  jobbers  and  that  de- 
fendants agree  upon  terms  and  prices  for  the  sale  of  lighting  fixtures. 
The  second  count  alleges  that  the  defendants  have  agreed  that  the 
contractors  will  not  install  fixtures  purchased  by  consumers  direct 
from  jobbers,  nor  to  supply  labor  for  installation  of  electrical  equip- 
ment supplied  by  other  than  defendant  contractors  unless  paid  a  por- 
tion or  all  of  the  profit  they  would  realize  if  sold  by  them  and  also 
have  agreed  to  operate  a  so-called  "bid  registration  system."  The  trial 
date  has  been  set  for  February  14,  1949. 

920.  United  States  v.  Maryland  and  Virginia  Milk  Producers 
Association,  Inc.  et  al.,  Cr.  294-48:  Indictment  under  Section  3  of  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  March  8,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (D.  C) 
against  the  association,  its  secretary-treasurer  and  7  corporations 
charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  by 
fixing  prices  on  MILK  and  MILK  PRODUCTS  sold  in  the  Washing- 
ton Metropolitan  area.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  who 
supply  and  distribute  approximately  86%  of  the  milk  sold  in  the 
Metropolitan  area  of  Washington  have  conspired  to  eliminate  and 
suppress  competition  in  the  purchase  and  sale  of  milk  in  this  area 
by  an  agreement  to  purchase  their  entire  milk  requirement  from  de- 
fendant association  and  to  fix  prices  of  milk  from  an  adopted  classifica- 
tion. On  April  27,  1948  the  District  Court  granted  the  defendants' 
motions  to  dismiss  the  indictment  on  the  grounds  that  the  Clayton, 
Capper- Volstead  and  Agricultural  Marketing  Acts  exempt  their  ac- 
tivities from  the  Sherman  Act  (CCH  Trade  Regulation  Reports,  Supp. 
1948-1951,  1162,264).  On  October  11,  1948,  the  Supreme  Court  trans- 
ferred to  the  District  Court  of  Appeals  the  Government's  appeal  from 
the  District  Court  judgment  of  April  27,  1948  (CCH  Trade  Regulation 
Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951,  1(62,314). 


921.  United  States  v.  Happy  Valley  Farms,  Inc.,  Cr.  9279:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  March  30 
1948  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Tenn.,  S.  Div.)  against  5  dairies, 
6  of  their  officers  and  one  independent  dealer,  all  of  which  are  engaged 
in  the  sale  of  MILK.  The  indictment  charged  that  the  defendants 
conspired  to  fix,  control,  and  maintain  the  retail  and  wholesale  prices 
for  fluid  milk  shipped  in  interstate  commerce  and  sold  and  distributed 
throughout  the  Chattanooga  area.  On  July  20,  1948,  an  order  entered 
denying  the  motions  of  all  defendants  to  dismiss  the  indictment  and 
the  motions  for  bills  of  particulars.  On  September  10,  1948,  all  de- 
fendants were  found  not  guilty. 

922.  United  States  v.  Continental-Diamond  Fibre  Company,  Cr. 
14607 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  April 
20,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Penn.)  against  the  LAMINATED 
PLASTICS  industry,  7  corporations  and  8  individuals  charging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
in  the  sale  of  plastic  materials.  The  indictment  alleges  a  conspiracy 
to  fix,  stabilize,  maintain  and  control  prices,  discounts  and  allowances 
at  non-competitive  levels  in  order  to  suppress  competition  in  the  in- 
dustry. On  July  26,  1948,  two  of  the  15  defendants.  National  Vul- 
canized Fibre  Company  and  John  K.  Johnson,  changed  their  pleas 
from  not  guilty  to  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $7,000. 
On  December  29,  1948,  the  indictment  was  dismissed  as  to  1  indi- 
vidual defendant.  On  the  same  date,  all  of  the  remaining  defendants, 
with  the  exception  of  1  corporate  and  2  individual  defendants,  entered 
pleas  of  nolo  contendere,  and  sentence  was  deferred.  Trial  of  the 
remaining  defendants  has  been  set  for  March  7,  1949. 

923.  United  States  v.  The  White-Haines  Optical  Company,  Civil 
No.  2167:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  May 
4,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  111.)  against  the  White-Haines 
Optical  Company,  and  its  3  wholly-owned  and  controlled  subsidiaries 
of  the  same  name,  located  in  Ohio,  Delaware  and  Michigan,  and  6 
physicians  as  a  representative  of  a  class  in  various  states,  all  of  whom 
are  oculists  or  ophthalmologists  and  who  prescribe  by  refraction, 
ophthalmic  lenses.  The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of 
interstate  commerce  in  OPTICAL  GOODS,  effected  by  a  scheme 
whereby  defendant  wholesale  dispensers  sell  spectacles  and  parts  on 
prescription  directly  to  patients  of  defendant  physicians  and  collect  a 
price  which  includes  the  prescription  price,  a  fitting  fee  and  a  substan- 
tial rebate  to  the  doctor,  the  total  price  being  maintained  at  the  same 
nigh  level  charged  by  optometrists  and  retail  opticians.  It  is  alleged 
that  the  rebates  constitute  approximately  one-half  of  the  total  price 
paid  for  the  spectacles,  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  do  not  disclose 
to  the  patients  the  fact  that  a  rebate  is  made  to  the  doctors,  and  that 
the  wholesale  dispensers  boycott  patients  served  by  doctors  who  refuse 
to  accept  rebates.  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices  be 
enjoined,  and  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  be  enjoined  for  three  years 
trom  refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  on  prescription  to  the  patients 
ot  any  doctors  at  prevailing  prices,  and  be  perpetually  enjoined  from 
retusmg  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  to  doctors  who  do  their  own  dis- 
pensing to  patients  at  a  price  less  than  the  prevailing  price  charged  by 
optometrists.    The  case  is  pending.     (See  Nos.  924,  925  and  926.) 
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924.  United  States  v.  Uhlemann  Optical  Co.  of  Illinois,  Civil 
No.  48-C-608:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
May  4,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  Uhlemann 
Optical  Company  of  Illinois,  a  subsidiary  corporation  of  the  same 
name  located  in  Michigan,  and  6  physicians  as  a  representative  of  a 
class  in  various  states,  all  of  whom  are  oculists  or  ophthalmologists 
and  who  prescribe  by  refraction  ophthalmic  lenses.  The  complaint 
alleges  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  OPTICAL 
GOODS,  effected  by  a  scheme  w^hereby  defendant  wholesale  dis- 
pensers sell  spectacles  and  parts  on  prescription  directly  to  patients 
of  defendant  physicians  and  collect  a  price  which  includes  the  prescrip- 
tion price,  a  fitting  fee  and  a  substantial  rebate  to  the  doctor,  the  total 
price  being  maintained  at  the  same  high  level  charged  by  optometrists 
and  retail  opticians.  It  is  alleged  that  the  rebates  constitute  approxi- 
mately one-half  of  the  total  price  paid  for  the  spectacles,  that  the 
wholesale  dispensers  do  not  disclose  to  the  patients  the  fact  that  a 
rebate  is  made  to  the  doctors.  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal 
practices  be  enjoined,  and  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  be  enjoined 
for  three  years  from  refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  on  prescription 
to  the  patients  of  any  doctors  at  prevailing  prices,  and  be  perpetually 
enjoined  from  refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  to  doctors  who  do 
their  own  dispensing  to  patients  at  a  price  less  than  the  prevailing 
price  charged  by  optometrists.  The  case  is  pending.  (See  Nos.  923, 
925  and  926.) 

925.  United  States  v.  N.  P.  Benson  Optical  Company,  Civil  No. 
2729:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  May  4, 
1948,  in  the  District  Court  (Minn.)  against  the  N.  P.  Benson  Optical 
Company,  and  6  physicians,  as  a  representative  of  a  class  in  various 
states,  all  of  whom  are  oculists  or  ophthalmologists  and  who  prescribe 
by  refraction  ophthalmic  lenses.  The  complaint  alleges  a  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  OPTICAL  GOODS,  effected  by  a 
scheme  whereby  defendant  wholesale  dispensers  sell  spectacles  and 
parts  on  prescription  directly  to  patients  of  defendant  physicians  and 
collect  a  price  which  includes  the  prescription  price,  a  fitting  fee  and 
a  substantial  rebate  to  the  doctor,  the  total  price  being  maintained  at 
the  same  high  level  charged  by  optometrists  and  retail  opticians.  It 
is  alleged  that  the  rebates  constitute  approximately  one-half  of  the 
total  price  paid  for  the  spectacles,  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  do 
not  disclose  to  the  patients  the  fact  that  a  rebate  is  made  to  the  doctors. 
The  Government  asks  that  the  illeg^al  practices  be  enjoined,  and  that 
the  wholesale  dispensers  be  enjoined  for  three  years  from  refusing  to 
sell  spectacles  or  parts  on  prescription  to  the  patients  of  any  doctors 
at  prevailing  prices,  and  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  refusing  to  sell 
spectacles  or  parts  to  doctors  who  do  their  own  dispensing  to  patients 
at  a  price  less  than  the  prevailing  price  charged  by  optometrists.  The 
case  is  pending.   (See  Nos.  923,  924  and  926.) 

926.  United  States  v.  The  House  of  Vision-Belgard-Spcro,  Inc., 
Civil  No.  48-C-607:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act, 
filed  May  4,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.)  against  the  House 
of  Vision-Belgard-Spero,  Inc.,  and  5  physicians  as  a  representative  of  a 
class  in  various  states,  all  of  whom  are  oculists  or  ophthalmologists 
and  who  prescribe  by  refraction  ophthalmic  lenses.  The  complaint  al- 
leges a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  commerce  in  OPTICAL 
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GOODS,  effected  by  a  scheme  whereby  defendant  wholesale  dispensers 
sell  spectacles  and  parts  on  prescription  directly  to  patients  of  de- 
fendant physicians  and  collect  a  price  which  includes  the  prescription 
price,  a  fitting  fee  and  a  substantial  rebate  to  the  doctor,  the  total  price 
being  maintained  at  the  same  high  level  charged  by  optometrists  and 
retail  opticians.  It  is  alleged  that  the  rebates  constitute  approximately 
one  half  of  the  total  price  paid  for  the  spectacles,  that  the  wholesale 
dispensers  do  not  disclose  to  the  patients  the  fact  that  a  rebate  is 
made  to  the  doctors;  and  that  the  doctors  would  boycott  Belgard  if  the 
rebating  agreements  were  abrogated.  The  Government  asks  that  the 
illegal  practices  be  enjoined,  and  that  the  wholesale  dispensers  be 
enjoined  for  three  years  from  refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  on 
prescription  to  the  patients  of  any  doctors  at  prevailing  prices,  and  be 
perpetually  enjoined  from  refusing  to  sell  spectacles  or  parts  to  doctors 
who  do  their  own  dispensing  to  patients  at  a  price  less  than  the  pre- 
vailing price  charged  by  optometrists.  On  July  26,  1948,  an  order  was 
entered,  on  motion  of  the  plaintiff,  dismissing  the  complaint  as  to 
defendant  James  S.  Reynolds,  because  of  death.  The  case  is  pending. 
(See  Nos.  923, 924  and  925.) 

927.  United  States  v.  Milk  For  Health,  Inc.,  et  al.,  Cr.  22814: 
Indictment  returned  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  on  June  10, 
1948  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Ky.)  against  8  corporations  and  7 
individual  officers  or  directors  thereof,  alleging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  sale 
of  MILK.  The  indictment  charged  that  the  defendants  conspired  to 
fix  and  maintain  the  price  of  milk  sold  to  purchasers  in  the  Louisville 
area,  which  milk  was  produced  in  the  States  of  Indiana  and  Kentucky. 
On  October  22,  1948,  3  corporations  and  4  individuals  entered  pleas  of 
nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $27,500.  The  remaining  5 
corporate  and  3  individual  defendants  were  dismissed. 

928.  United  States  v.  The  Wall  Paper  Institute,  Cr.  14705:  In- 
dictment under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  June  17,  1948 
in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Penna.)  against  8  corporations,  6  individual 
officers  thereof  and  their  trade  associations,  alleging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  sale 
of  WALLPAPER.  The  indictment  charges  that  the  defendant  has 
conspired  to  suppress  and  eliminate  competition  in  the  distribution  and 
sale  of  wallpaper,  by  establishing  and  maintaining  retail  prices,  non- 
competitive discounts  and  price  structure  in  Pennsylvania  and  in  other 
states.  On  December  14,  1948,  all  the  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty. 
The  case  is  pending.    (See  No.  929.) 

929.  United  States  v.  The  Wall  Paper  Institute,  Civil  8621 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June  18,  1948,  in  the 
District  Court  (E.  D.  Penna.)  against  the  Wall  Paper  Institute,  a  trade 
association  and  8  member  corporations,  charging  a  combination  and 
conspiracy  to  suppress  and  eliminate  competition  and  distribution  in 
the  WALLPAPER  industry.  By  agreements  and  concert  of  action 
the  defendants  continuously  planned  and  acted  as  a  body  to  eliminate 
price  competition  among  its  members.  The  Government  asks  that  the 
corporations,  their  officers  and  directors  be  enjoined  from  formulating 
any  plan  in  the  prorating  of  the  wallpaper  business.  The  case  is 
pending.    (See  No.  928.) 
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930.  United  States  v.  The  Liquid  Carbonic  Corporation,  Civil 
9179:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  June 
24,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  The  Liquid  Car- 
bonic Corporation  and  4  other  carbonic  corporations  charging  a  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  commerce  in  CO, 
and  DRY  ICE.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant  by  acquiring 
patent  licenses  and  patent  rights  in  the  processing  of  dry  ice  has  dis- 
couraged and  prevented  the  manufacture  of  dry  ice  by  threatening  } 
and  conducting  oppressive  patent  litigation  against  such  manufac-  ' 
turers.  In  addition  to  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  have 
agreed  and  did  fix,  establish  and  maintain  uniform  and  non-competitive 
prices  by  acquiring  the  entire  output  of  the  leading  producers  of  CO,. 
(Carbon  dioxide)  The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  practices 
be  enjoined  and  that  any  existing  contracts  relating  thereto  be  can- 
celled and  terminated.    The  case  is  pending. 

931.  United  States  v.  The  Sherwin-Williams  Co..  et  al.,  Cr.  12789: 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  on  July  20, 
1948  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Pa.)  against  9  corporations  and  13 
officers  charging  a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  by  fixing  prices  in  the  PAINT  industry.  The  indictment 
charged  that  the  defendants  conspired  to  raise,  fix,  maintain  and 
stabilize  the  prices  of  PAINTS,  VARNISHES,  ENAMELS  AND 
LACQUERS  and  to  eliminate  price  competition  by  a  system  of  non- 
competitive discounts,  exchange  of  price  lists  and  adherence  to  list 
prices  in  defendant  owned  stores  and  thus  eliminate  price  competition 
in  the  industry.  On  October  22,  1948,  five  corporations  and  five  of 
their  officials  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total  of  $36,500. 
Two  other  officials  were  nolle  prossed.  The  case  is  pending  as  to  the 
remaining  defendants. 

932.  United  States  v.  The  Ec  I.  du  Pont  de  Nemours  and  Com- 
pany, Cr.  12790:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  re- 
turned on  July  20,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Pa.)  against  8 
corporations  and  8  officers  charging  a  conspiracy  to  restrain  interstate 
commerce  by  price  fixing  in  the.  WOOD  FINISHES  industry.  The 
indictment  charged  that  the  defendants  by  concert  of  action  combined 
and  conspired  to  fix  and  maintain  uniform  price  levels  by  means  of 
non-competitive  discounts,  published  schedules  of  prices  and  exchange 
of  information  in  LACQUERS,  VARNISHES,  ENAMELS  AND 
STAINS  used  in  the  wood  furniture  industry.  Each  of  the  corporate 
defendants  ships,  sells  and  distributes  a  substantial  proportion  of  wood 
finishes  throughout  the  United  States.  On  October  22,  1948,  American- 
Marietta  Company  and  its  vice-president  pleaded  nolo  contendere  and 
were  fined  $5,000  and  $1,000  respectively.  On  December  6,  1948,  four 
defendants  changed  their  plea  to  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  as 
follows :  Lilly  Varnish  Co.  $5,000,  W.  Longsworth  $3,000,  The  Lilly 
Co.  $5,000  suspended,  W.  R.  Campbell  $1,000  suspended. 

933.  United  States  v.  Boston  Fruit  and  Produce  Exchange,  Civil 
No.  7734:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  July 
21,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  the  Boston  Fruit  and 
Produce  Exchange,  a  trade  association,  and  12  corporations  charging 
a  combination  and  conspiracy  to  fix  and  stabilize  prices  in  restraint 
of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  EGG  industry  throughout 


the  New  England  area.  The  defendants  are  sued  both  individually 
and  as  representatives  of  all  other  egg  companies  on  the  Boston  Fruit 
and  Produce  Exchange.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants 
conspired  by  concerted  action  and  agreement  to  fix  and  stabilize  the 
prices  at  which  shell  eggs  shall  be  bought.  This  agreement  and  action 
had  the  effect  of  stabilizing  and  pegging  prices,  misleading  egg  pro- 
ducers and  systematically  holding  the  wholesale  selling  price  over  and 
above  the  levels  maintained  in  other  areas.  The  Government  asks  that 
the  Exchange  be  dissolved ;  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from  buy- 
ing or  selling  under  any  price  formula  on  a  factitious  market  and  any 
further  relief  the  court  may  deem  just  and  proper.  The  case  is  pending. 

934.  United  States  v.  Bowman  Dairy  Company,  Criminal  48  Cr. 
360:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  July 
30,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.,  E.  Div.)  against  8  dairy 
companies  and  nine  officers  thereof  charging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint 
of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  by  price  fixing  on  MILK  and  MILK 
PRODUCTS  sold  in  the  Chicago  area.  The  indictment  charges  that 
the  defendants  by  agreement  and  concert  of  action  have  unlawfully 
conspired  to  allocate  among  themselves  the  wholesale  fluid  milk  cus- 
tomers in  this  area  and  the  sale  of  milk  to  Municipal  and  Federal 
Hospitals  and  Army  and  Navy  Bases  and  training  schools.  The  case 
is  pending. 

935.  United  States  v.  Bowman  Dairy  Company,  Criminal  48  Cr. 
361 :  Indictment  under  Section  3  of  the  Robinson-Patman  Act  returned 
July  30,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.,  E.  Div.)  charging  the 
Bowman  Dairy  Company  and  six  officers  thereof,  in  the  course  of 
interstate  commerce  in  MILK  and  MILK  PRODUCTS,  became  a 
party  to  a  continuing  contract  with  The  Great  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
Tea  Company  which  granted  discounts,  rebates  and  allowances  to  this 
company,  and  discriminated  against  competitors.  The  indictment 
charges  defendants  with  knowledge  of  this  discrimination  and  that 
for  the  years  1942  to  1947  payments  were  made  by  defendant  in  pur- 
suance of  this  contract.  The  case  is  pending. 

936.  United  States  v.  The  Borden  Company,  Criminal  48  Cr.  362 : 
Indictment  under  Section  3  of  the  Robinson-Patman  Act  returned  July 
30, 1948  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.,  E.  Div.)  charging  The  Borden 
Company  and  2  of  its  officers  in  the  course  of  interstate  commerce  in 
MILK  and  MILK  PRODUCTS,  became  a  party  to  a  continuing  con- 
tract with  The  Great  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Tea  Company,  Chicago,  111., 
which  granted  discounts,  allowances  and  a  continuing  secret  per- 
centage rebate  to  this  company  and  discriminated  against  competitors. 
The  indictment  charges  defendants  with  knowledge  of  this  discrimina- 
tion and  that  for  the  years  1942  to  1947  payments  were  made  by  defend- 
ant in  pursuance  of  this  contract.    The  case  is  pending. 

937.  United  States  v.  Decca  Records  Inc.,  Civil  46-779:  Com- 
plaint under  Sections  1  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  August  3,  1948 
^n  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against  the  Decca  Records  Inc.,  a 
New  York  Corporation  and  Decca  Record  Co.,  Ltd.,  a  British  Cor- 
poration, alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  in  the  sale  of  commercial  PHONOGRAPH  RECORDS 
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both  in  the  United  States  and  with  foreign  nations.  The  complaint 
alleges  that  the  defendants  have  entered  into  agreements  to  eliminate 
competition  among  themselves  by  allocation  of  territory  in  the  United 
States  and  foreign  countries,  to  maintain  uniform  resale  prices  to 
consumers  and  to  preserve  under  the  guise  of  an  exchange  of  trade- 
mark rights  and  leasing  of  matrices  the  illegal  arrangements  estab- 
lished. The  Government  asks  that  all  such  agreements,  contracts  and 
understandings  be  terminated  and  cancelled;  that  defendants  be  en- 
joined from  reviving  any  such  agreements  and  any  further  relief  the 
nature  of  the  case  may  require.  The  case  is  pending. 

938.  United  States  v.  Far  East  Conference,  ct  al.,  Civil  11546: 

Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  August 
6,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  J.)  against  the  Far  East  Conference 
and  25  shipping  lines  (6  domestic  and  19  foreign  corporations)  alleging 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  and  foreign  trade  and  com- 
merce in  SHIPPING.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  by  a 
combined  conspiracy  and  agreement  have  required  shippers  to  agree 
to  patronize  the  lines  of  conference  members  exclusively  under  penal- 
ties calculated  to  deter  shippers  from  using  any  steamship  line  not 
operated  by  a  conference  member;  that  by  means  of  a  system  of  con- 
tract rates  defendants  monopolized  virtually  all  commercial  cargo 
transported.  The  Gk)vernment  asks  that  the  conspiracy  be  enjoined 
and  defendants'  contracts  with  shippers  be  cancelled.  The  case  is 
pending. 

939.  United  States  v.  Universal  Carloading  and  Distributing  Co. 
et  al.  Cr.  47665:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
returned  August  27,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.,  N.  Div.) 
against  2  national  FREIGHT  FORWARDING  companies  charging 
a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the 
shipment  of  household  goods  in  the  Washington,  Oregon  and  Cali- 
fornia area.  The  indictment  charges  that  the  defendants  by  agreement 
and  concert  of  action  have  eliminated  competition  between  themselves 
and  excluded  the  competition  of  other  forwarders  and  have  fixed  and 
manipulated  rates  and  commissions  in  the  shipment  of  household  goods 
and  personal  effects  in  the  area  named.  On  September  27,  1948,  the 
defendants  were  arraigned  and  entered  pleas  of  not  guilty.  On  Novem- 
ber 15,  1948,  the  defendants'  motion  to  dismiss  Count  I  was  denied. 
Trial  has  been  set  for  May  8,  1949. 

940.  United  States  v.  Union  Carbide  and  Carbon  Corporation, 
Criminal  11678:  Information  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  September  2,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  charging 
defendant  and  4  other  corporations  with  having  combined  and  con- 
spired to  monopolize,  and  to  restrain,  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 
FERROVANADIUM  and  VANADIUM  OXIDE.  The  information 
charges  that  defendants  by  continuing  agreement  and  concert  of  action 
purchased  or  acquired  control  over  substantially  all  vanadium  oxide 
produced  by  others  in  the  United  States,  and  that  by  refusing  to  sell 
vanadium  oxide  to  producers  of  ferrovanadium,  the  defendants  agreed 
upon  and  fixed  prices  for  the  sale  of  ferrovanadium  and  vanadium  oxide. 
The  case  is  pending. 


941.  United  States  v.  J.  I.  Case  Company,  Civil  2834 :  Complaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act 
filed  on  September  9,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (Minn.)  alleging  a 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  FARM 
MACHINERY.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  entered  into 
and  is  operating  under  written  and  oral  contracts  with  a  number  of 
its  dealers  which  require  these  dealers  to  confine  their  purchase  and 
sale  of  farm  machinery  exclusively  to  that  manufactured  by  defendant 
and  to  refrain  from  purchase  and  sale  of  competing  farm  machinery 
manufactured  or  sold  by  others  than  defendant.  The  eflfect  of  these 
contracts  is  to  unreasonably  restrain  and  lessen  competition,  tending 
to  create  a  monopoly  in  the  farm  machinery  field.  The  Government 
asks  that  defendant  be  enjoined  from  such  practices  and  from  refusing 
to  sell  to  any  dealer  because  the  dealer  sells  machinery  manufactured 
by  other  companies.    The  case  is  pending.    (See  Nos.  942  and  943.) 

942.  United  States  v.  Deere  and  Company,  et  aL,  Civil  2832: 

Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act  filed  on  September  9,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (Minn.) 
against  the  Deere  and  Company  and  9  wholly  owned  subsidiary  com- 
panies, alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  com- 
merce in  FARM  MACHINERY.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants 
entered  into  and  are  operating  under  written  and  oral  contracts 
with  a  number  of  its  dealers  which  require  these  dealers  to  confine 
their  purchase  and  sale  of  farm  machinery  exclusively  to  that  manu- 
factured by  defendants  and  to  refrain  from  purchase  and  sale  of  com- 
peting farm  machinery  manufactured  or  sold  by  other  than  the 
defendants.  The  eflfect  of  these  contracts  is  to  unreasonably  restrain 
and  lessen  competition,  tending  to  create  a  monopoly  in  the  farm 
machinery  field.  The  Government  asks  that  defendants  be  enjoined 
from  such  practices  and  from  refusing  to  sell  to  any  dealer  because 
the  dealer  sells  machinery  manufactured  by  other  companies.  The 
case  is  pending.  (See  Nos.  941  and  943.) 

943.  United  States  v.  International  Harvester  Co.,  Civil  2833: 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act  filed  on  September  9,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (Minn.) 
alleging  a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 
FARM  MACHINERY.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  entered 
into  and  is  operating  under  written  and  oral  contracts  with  a  number 
of  its  dealers  which  require  these  dealers  to  confine  their  purchase  and 
sale  of  farm  machinery  exclusively  to  that  manufactured  by  the  defend- 
ant and  to  refrain  from  purchase  and  sale  of  competing  farm  machinery 
manufactured  or  sold  by  others  than  the  defendant.  The  effect  of 
these  contracts  is  to  unreasonably  restrain  and  lessen  competition,, 
tending  to  create  a  monopoly  in  the  farm  machinery  field.  The  Gov- 
ernment asks  that  defendant  be  enjoined  from  such  practices  and 
from  refusing  to  sell  to  any  dealer  because  the  dealer  sells  machinery 
manufactured  by  other  companies.  The  case  is  pending.  (See  Nos 
941  and  942.) 

944.  United  States  v.  Armour  and  Company,  et  aL,  Civil  48-C- 
*351:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
September  15,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  111.  E.  Div.)  alleging 
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a  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  LIVE- 
STOCK, MEAT  and  MEAT  PRODUCTS.  The  complaint  alleges 
that  the  defendant,  incorporated  in  Maine,  its  wholly  owned  Illinois 
subsidiary  and  3  other  major  meat  companies,  by  market  sharing  of 
livestock  purchases,  identical  buying  and  selling  policies  and  prac- 
tices have  suppressed  competition.  The  methods  of  suppression  alleged 
mclude  regulating  the  supply  of  meat  which  each  company  obtains 
for  sale  by  controlling  the  amount  of  livestock  each  will  purchase, 
utilizing  uniform  cost  formulas  for  arriving  at  selling  prices,  selling 
at  "loading"  rather  than  "delivered"  weights  and  selling  at  substan- 
tially identical  prices  and  terms  of  sale.  The  Government  asks  that 
these  practices  be  terminated  and  the  defendants  be  divided  into  four- 
teen separate  and  competing  companies  and  such  other  and  further 
relief  as  the  court  shall  deem  proper.    The  case  is  pending. 

945.  United  States  v.  Railway  Express  Agency,  Inc.,  Civil  1155: 
Complaint  under  Sections  I  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September 
17,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (Del.)  alleging  that  defendant  has 
monopolized  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  EXPRESS  TRANS- 
PORTATION business.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendant  has 
entered  into  contracts  with  the  railroads  which,  in  effect,  give  defend- 
ant an  exclusive  instrumentality  for  the  conduct  of  express  business 
over  the  railroad  lines  and  foreclose  competition  from  other  express 
companies.  The  Government  asks  that  these  contracts  be  cancelled 
and  defendant  enjoined  from  further  attempts  to  monopolize  the 
express  transportation  business.    The  case  is  pending. 

946.  United  States  v.  New  Wrinkle,  Inc.  and  The  Kay  and  Ess 
Company,  Civil  2278 :  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  September  21,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Ohio,  E.  Div.) 
alleging  that  defendants  have  engaged  in  an  unlawful  combination 
and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 
WRINKLE  FINISHES.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants, 
together  with  certain  named  co-conspirators,  have  entered  into  unlaw- 
ful contracts  and  arrangements  which  fix  identical  prices  and  terms 
of  sale  on  substantially  all  wrinkle  finishes  sold  in  the  United  States. 
The  complaint  further  alleges  that  by  a  pooling  of  patents  defendants 
eliminated  competition  between  them  and  set  up  a  licensing  system 
under  which  prices  for  the  entire  wrinkle  finish  industry  were  fixed. 
The  Government  asks  that  the  illegal  contracts  be  cancelled  and  such 
order  relating  to  the  patent  rights  as  the  court  may  deem  appropriate 
to  eliminate  the  alleged  conspiracy.  On  November  22,  1948,  an  order 
was  entered  removing  the  action  to  the  Western  Division  of  the  South- 
ern District  of  Ohio.    The  case  is  pending. 

947.  United  States  v.  Universal  Milk  Bottle  Service  Inc.,  ct  al., 
Cr.  7399 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  Sep- 
tember 24,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Ohio,  W.  Div.)  against 
13  corporate  defendants  charging  defendants  engaged  in  an  unlawful 
combination  and  conspiracy  to  raise,  fix  and  maintain  prices  for  the 
sale  in  the  Cincinnati  area  of  MILK  produced  in  the  states  of  Kentucky, 
Indiana  and  Ohio.  The  indictment  charges  that  defendants  agreed 
upon  fixed  retail  and  wholesale  selling  prices,  and  agreed  upon  uniform 
discounts  and  allowances  in  wholesale  distribution  of  milk.    The  indict- 


ment further  charges  that  defendants  induced  others  to  adhere  to 
their  discounts  and  prices  and  that  defendants  support  and  maintain 
the  Universal  Milk  Bottle  Service,  Inc.  and  Cincinnati  Milk  Exchange 
as  instrumentalities  through  which  they  can  control  prices,  the  Uni- 
versal Milk  Bottle  Service  refusing  to  lease  bottle  to  distributors  who 
sell  milk  at  prices  less  than  agreed  upon  by  defendants.  The  case 
is  pending. 

948.  United  States  v.  H.  P.  Hood  and  Sons,  Inc.,  et  al..  Civil  7866 : 
Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  September 
27,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (Mass.)  against  2  corporations  and 
2  officers  thereof  alleging  that  defendant  Hood  has  attempted  to 
monopolize  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  MILK  in  the  New  Eng- 
land area  by  engaging  in  unlawful  contracts  and  arrangements  with 
other  defendants.  The  complaint  alleges  that  in  furtherance  of  the 
conspiracy  defendant  Hood  has  acquired  over  a  period  of  years  three 
hundred  and  fifty  competing  milk  handlers  or  distributors  of  milk  in 
the  New  England  area,  and  has  entered  into  an  arrangement  whereby 
Hood  would  acquire  control  over  Whiting,  Hood's  principal  com- 
petitor. The  Government  seeks  to  enjoin  defendants  from  monopoliz- 
ing trade  and  commerce  in  milk,  from  acquiring  any  interest  in  a 
competitive  handler  without  leave  of  court  and  to  require  Hood  to 
divest  itself  of  interests  acquired  since  January  1,  1937,  and  that  defend- 
ant Stickler  be  required  to  divest  himself  of  the  entire  right,  title  to, 
and  interest  in,  the  common  stock  of  the  defendant  Whiting.  The 
case  is  pending. 

949.  United  States  v.  The  Denver  Master  Plumbers  Association, 
ct  al.,  Or.  11738:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
October  11,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (Colo.)  against  1  corporation 
and  7  individuals  charging  defendants  and  co-conspirators  combined 
and  conspired  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  by  establish- 
ing and  enforcing  a  restrictive  system  of  distribution  of  PLUMBING 
FIXTURES  sold  in  the  Denver*  area.  The  indictment  further  alleges 
that  defendant  master  plumbers  refused  to  install  fixtures  not  pur- 
chased from  them,  resisted  sale  of  fixtures  by  "direct-to-you"  method 
and  used  the  defendant  association  as  a  means  of  perpetuating  and 
maintaining  this  restricted  system  of  distribution.  On  arraignment 
on  October  25,  1948,  all  defendants  entered  pleas  of  not  guilty.  On 
December  10, 1948,  defendants'  motions  to  dismiss  and  to  strike  certain 
portions  of  the  indictment  were  denied.    The  case  is  pending. 

950.  United  States  v.  Max  Gerber,  et  al..  Civil  8946:  Complaint 
under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the  Clayton  Act 
filed  October  15,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Penna.)  charging 
1  individual  and  4  corporations  as  parties  to  contracts  and  agreements 
in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  SANITARY  BRASS 
GOODS  and  PLUMBING  FIXTURES.  The  complaint  further 
alleges  that  defendants  sold  vitreous  china  plumbing  fixtures  on  con- 
dition that  the  purchaser  would  not  deal  in  sanitary  brass  goods  of 
competitors  of  defendants.  The  United  States  prays  that  defendants 
and  their  officers  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  entering  into  agree- 
ments to  restrain  trade  and  commerce  and  from  selling  plumbing 
fixtures  on  condition  that  purchaser  buy  sanitary  brass  goods  only 
from  them.   The  case  is  pending.    (See  Nos.  951  and  952.) 
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951.  United  States  V.  Kohler  Co.,  a  corporation.  Civil  8947 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act,  filed  October  15,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Penna  ) 
charging  1  corporation  with  being  party  to  contracts  and  agreements 

J^r(?f^T"^  .  ^^\^l^.i^^^  ^^^^^  ^"^  commerce  in  SANITARY  BRASS 
GOODS  and  PLUMBING  FIXTURES.  The  complaint  further 
alleges  that  defendant  sold  plumbing  fixtures  on  condition  that  pur- 
chaser not  deal  m  sanitary  brass  goods  of  competitors  of  defendant 
Ihe  United  States  prays  that  defendant  and  its  officers  and  agents  be 
perpetually  enjoined  from  entering  into  agreements  to  restrain  trade 
and  commerce  and  from  selling  plumbing  fixtures  on  condition  that 
purchaser  buy  sanitary  brass  goods  from  them.  The  case  is  pending. 
(See  Nos.  950  and  952.)  ^  ^ 

n-  '?il'Ao^'^^^^  ?*?*^^  ^-  ^"Sgs  Manufacturing  Company,  et  al., 
Civa  8948:  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Sec- 
/'^"t^  ^  *^^  Clayton  Act  filed  October  15,  1948  in  the  District  Court 
{t..  D.  Penna.)  against  4  corporations  alleging  defendants  were  parties 
to  contracts  and  agreements  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  com- 

^^''S^^c"  ^^^^'^^?y  ^^^^^  GOODS  and  PLUMBING  FIX- 
1  UKlLb.  The  complaint  further  alleges  that  defendant  sold  plumbing 
hxtures  on  condition  that  purchaser  would  not  deal  in  sanitary  brass 
goods  of  competitors  of  defendants  but  purchase  brass  goods  with 
plumbing  fixtures  from  defendants.  The  United  States  prays  that 
defendants  and  their  agents  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  entering  into 
agreements  to  restrain  trade  and  commerce  and  be  required  to  initiate 
such  policies  and  practices  as  will  adequately  separate  and  distinguish 
the  sale  ^nd  distribution  of  sanitary  brass  goods.  The  case  is  pending. 
(See  Nos.  950  and  951.)  ^ 

953.  United  States  v.  Oregon  State  Medical  Society,  et  al., 
Cml  4225:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  October  18,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (Ore.)  against  1  corpo- 
ration, 9  unincorporated  associations  and  8  individuals  alleging 
unlawful  monopolizing  and  contracts  and  conspiracies  in  restraint  of 
interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  business  of  selling  and  furnish- 
ig  PREPAID  MEDICAL  CARE.  The  complaint  further  alleges  that 
defendants  monopolized  the  prepaid  medical  care  in  Oregon  and  other 
states  by  preventing  other  organizations  from  engaging  in  such  busi- 
ness, spreading  propaganda  discrediting  them,  obstructing  their  efforts 
to  procure  qualified  doctors,  and  refusing  the  use  of  hospital  facilities 
to  and  expelling  doctors  who  cooperated  with  other  organizations  from 
medical  societies.  The  complaint  seeks  a  permanent  injunction  against 
depriving  the  public  of  opportunity  to  acquire  prepaid  medical  care, 
and  forbids  discrimination  against  doctors  for  cooperating  with  other 
medical  care  plans.  It  also  asks  reinstatement  of  expelled  doctors 
and  publication  of  a  statement  in  Northwest  Medicine  that  the  alleged 
illegal  practices  are  no  longer  their  policy.    The  case  is  pending. 

954.  United  States  v.  John  B.  Reeves  &  Son,  et  al.,  Civil  8769-W  • 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  20  1948 
in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  Calif.)  against  1  unincorporated  associa- 
tion,  12  corporations  and  20  individuals  alleging  defendants  were 


enj^aged  in  unlawful  combinations  and  conspiracies  to  fix  terms,  con- 
dit'ions  of  sale  and  prices  on  the  sale  and  distribution  of  PLUMBING 
SUPPLIES  at  wholesale  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce. 
The  complaint  further  alleges  the  illegal  price  stabilization  was  effected 
by  agreements  to  abide  by  price  lists  in  the  "Reeves  Trade  Service", 
published  by  defendant  Reeves.  The  United  States  seeks  dissolution 
of  the  association,  and  injunctions  against  the  illegal  agreements  and 
publication  and  circulation  of  the  "Reeves  Trade  Service".  The  case 
is  pending. 

955.  United  States  v.  Consumers  Ice  Company,  et  al.,  Cr.  12087 : 

Sealed  indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
October  22,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  La.)  against  3  corpo- 
rations and  1  individual  charging  defendants  with  monopolizing  the 
manufacture  and  distribution  of  ICE  in  Louisiana,  Texas,  and  other 
states.  The  indictment  was  opened  October  25,  1948.  The  indict- 
ment charges  that  defendants  engaged  in  an  unlawful  conspiracy  and 
concert  of  action  by  acquiring  competitors  businesses  in  the  area,  lim- 
ited areas  in  which  competitors  operate  and  their  sources  of  supply 
of  ice  by  threats  of  destructive  trade  practices;  and  destroyed  com- 
petition by  selling  at  destructively  low  prices  or  giving  ice  away  then 
raising  prices  in  such  local  areas  higher  than  defendants  prices  else- 
where. The  indictment  further  charges  defendants  forced  competitors 
in  certain  areas  to  sell  at  prices  fixed  by  them  above  the  prevailing 
market  price.    The  case  is  pending. 

956.  United  States  v.  The  Metropolitan  Leather  and  Findings 
Association,  Inc.,  et  al.,  Cr.  128277 :  Indictment  under  Sections  1  and  2 
of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  October  26,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D. 
N.  Y.)  against  1  incorporated  trade  association,  12  corporations,  and 
35  individuals  charging  defendants  with  engaging  in  a  conspiracy  to 
fix  prices,  and  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 
LEATHER  and  SHOE  FINDINGS.  The  indictment  charges  that 
defendants  conspired  to  fix  prices  at  which  leather  was  sold  to  finders ; 
that  defendant  producers  refused  to  sell  leather  and  shoe  findings 
directly  to  shoe  repairmen  or  to  finders  or  wholesalers  not  approved  by 
the  association ;  that  defendant  wholesalers  refused  to  sell  to  finders 
not  approved  by  the  association ;  that  defendant  finders  refused  to  sell 
to  other  than  approved  shoe  repairmen  and  boycotted  producers  and 
wholesalers  who  would  supply  unapproved  finders ;  and  that  the  associ- 
ation limited  the  number  of  finders  to  be  accepted  as  members.  On 
November  23,  1948,  defendant's  motion  to  dismiss  was  denied.  On 
January  10,  1949,  the  defendant  association  and  20  of  its  members, 
who  are  engaged  in  the  business  of  purchasing  leather  and  shoe  find- 
ings for  resale  mainly  to  shoe  repairmen,  entered  pleas  of  nolo  con- 
tendere and  were  fined  a  total  of  $36,250.  The  case  remains  pending 
against  those  defendants  who  are  producers  and  wholesalers. 

957.  United  States  v.  Leather  and  Shoe  Finders  Association  of 
Philadelphia,  et  al.,  Cr.  14820:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the 
Sherman  Act  returned  November  8,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D. 
Penna.)  against  1  unincorporated  trade  association,  2  corporations  and 
10  individuals  charging  that  defendants  engaged  in  a  combination  and 
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^Tmt^?x%c  ^^^^^^'"^  ^^  ^^^^^  ^"^  commerce  in  LEATHER  and  SHOE 
WNDINGS.  The  complaint  alleges  a  continuing  agreement  among 
defendants  to  fix  non-competitive  prices,  terms  and  conditions  of  sale 
that  member  finders  of  the  association  refuse  to  sell  to  any  finder 
"^^  ^i:'"^"^^^^  ^"^  boycott  producers  and  wholesalers  who  supply 
such  finders;  and  that  the  association  limits  the  number  of  finders 
to  be  accepted  as  members.    Trial  is  tentatively  set  for  March  14,  1949. 

958.  United  States  v.  Seattle  Electrical  Contractors  Association 
Cr.  47712:  Information  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed 
November  10,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.  No.  Div ) 
chargmg  1  unincorporated  association,  4  corporations  and  12  indi- 
viduals with  combining  and  conspiring  to  restrain  interstate  trade  and 
commerce  m  ELECTRICAL  EQUIPMENT.  The  information  fur- 
ther alleges  defendants  entered  into  continuing  agreements  to  employ 
a  fixed,  uniform  and  noncompetitive  method  of  calculating  prices  to 
be  charged  in  sale  and  installation  of  electrical  equipment,  to  supply 
labor  to  install  equipment  only  if  they  also  supplied  the  electrical 
equipment  and  to  prevent  buyers  purchasing  directly  from  manufac- 
turers or  jobbers;  that  they  adopted. standard,  uniform  estimate  sheets 
l"j^j"^P"^^"^  ^^^s  by  members  of  the  Association  and  maintained  a 
bid  depository.  Trial  date  is  set  for  April  12,  1949.   See  also  No.  917. 

959.  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Co.,  et  al.,  Cr.  19603- 
Indictment  under  Section  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned  Novem- 
ber 12, 1948  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio,  E.  Div.)  against  6  corpo- 
rations and  7  individuals  charging  price  fixing  and  illegal  conspiracy 
oS2."t?^^^^^"^^"^^  ^"  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in 
STREET  LIGHTING  EQUIPMENT.  The  indictment  alleges  thLt 
the  defendants  monopolized  the  industry  by  buying  up  competitors 
entering  into  exclusive  contracts,  refusing  to  sell  parts  to  remaining 
competitors,  inducing  part  suppliers  not  to  sell  direct,  price  fixing  and 
allocating  sales  territory.    The  case  is  pending.    (See  No.  960.) 

960.  United  States  v.  General  Electric  Company,  et  al.,  Civil 
26012:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed 
November  12,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio  E.  Div.)  against 
6  corporations  alleging  price  fixing  and  illegal  conspiracy  among 
defendants  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  STREET 
LIGHTING  EQUIPMENT.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  defend- 
ants monopolized  the  industry  by  buying  up  competitors,  entering  into 
exclusive  contracts,  refusing  to  sell  parts  to  remaining  competitors, 
mducing  part  suppliers  not  to  sell  direct,  price  fixing  and  allocating 
sales  territory.  The  Government  seeks  to  enjoin  continuance  of  price 
fixing  contracts,  the  divestiture  by  defendant  Union  Metal  of  its  con- 
trol over  competing  companies  purchased  with  the  assistance  of  other 
defendants,  and  to  require  the  sale  of  parts  to  all  prospective  customers 
without  discrimination.    The  case  is  pending.    (See  No.  959.) 

961.  United  States  v.  Reardon  Company,  et  al.,  Cr.  26005* 
Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  November  18 
1948  in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Mo.)  against  3  corporations  and 
3  individuals  charging  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy  to  fix 


orices  and  terms  of  sale  in  restraint  of  interstate  trade  and  commerce 
in  WATER-THINNED  PAINTS.  The  indictment  charges  defend- 
ants fixed  and  exchanged  information  concerning  prices  and  uniform 
non-competitive  discounts,  established  suggested  resale  prices  to  be 
charged  by  their  customers  and  enforced  adherence  thereto  by  policing, 
fixed  arbitrary  delivery  charges,  and  classified  customers,  giving  uni- 
form discounts  to  customers  in  each  class.  The  case  is  pending. 

962.  United  States  v.  Rohm  &  Haas  Company,  Civil  9068 :  Com- 
plaint under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act,  filed  November  18,  1948 
in  the  District  Court  (E.  D.  Penna.)  against  1  corporation  charging 
it  conspired  and  participated  with  3  foreign  corporations  named  as 
co-conspirators  in  a  world-wide  cartel,  allocating  manufacturing  and 
selling  territories  and  suppressing  competition  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  PLASTICS  by  the  joint  exercise  of  their  patent  rights.  On 
the  same  day  a  consent  judgment  was  entered  into  by  Rohm  and  Haas 
terminating  the  cartel  agreements  and  making  generally  available  on 
royalty  free  licensing  basis  74  Rohm  and  Haas  and  90  foreign  owned 
patents  for  the  manufacture  of  acrylic  products.  Defendant  is  pro- 
hibited from  engaging  in  future  restrictive  practices  including  discrimi- 
nating in  sales  prices  on  the  basis  of  use.  The  judgment  also  enjoins 
defendant  from  reserving  for  the  foreign  co-conspirators  the  use  of  any 
of  its  trade  marks  in  any  market  or  country,  from  vesting  control  of 
any  of  its  business  in  those  companies  or  from  entering  into  agree- 
ments relating  to  acrylic  products  with  those  companies  w^ithout  filing 
copies  thereof  with  the  Attornev  General  within  30  days.  (CCH  Trade 
Regulation  Reports,  Supp.  1948-1951, 1[  62,334.) 

963.  United  States  v.  New  York  Trap  Rock  Corporation,  et  al.. 
Civil  48-170:  Complaint  under  Sections  1  and  2  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  November  19,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (S.  D.  N.  Y.)  against 
I  corporation  and  3  individual  defendants  alleging  defendants  engaged 
in  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  and  com- 
merce and  to  monopolize  said  trade  and  commerce  in  CRUSHED 
STONE  and  other  COARSE  AGGREGATES.  The  complaint  alleges 
defendants  acquired  competitors  of  New  York  Trap  Rock  to  eliminate 
competition  and  this  defendant  entered  into  agreements  with  pur- 
chasers requiring  them  to  purchase  only  from  New  York  Trap  Rock, 
prohibiting  resale  of  barge  load  lots  for  delivery  along  side  docks, 
prohibiting  purchaser  from  using  or  selling  any  other  coarse  aggre- 
gate until  he  had  taken  delivery  of  an  amount  of  crushed  stone  set  by 
New  York  Trap  Rock  and  from  permitting  use  of  his  docks  to  handle 
stone  produced  by  others  than  New  York  Trap  Rock.  The  complaint 
further  alleges  New  York  Trap  Rock  divided  sales  territories  with 
its  competitors. 

The  Government  seeks  to  enjoin  defendants  from  such  practices, 
cancellation  of  contracts  furthering  the  monopoly  and  that  New  York 
Trap  Rock  be  required  to  take  such  actions  with  its  property  as  is 
necessary  to  terminate  the  effects  of  the  monopoly.   The  case  is  pending. 

964.  United  States  v.  Republic  Steel  Corporation,  Civil  26043: 
Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  and  Section  3  of  the 
Clayton  Act,  filed  November  30,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
Ohio,  E.  N.  Div.)  against  1  incorporated  manufacttwers  association, 
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18  corporations  and  2  partnerships  alleging  defendants  conspired  to 
restrain  interstate  trade  and  commerce  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
corrugated  metal  culvert.  The  complaint  further  alleges  that  defend- 
ant fabricators  allocated  exclusive  manufacturing  and  selling  terri- 
tories among  themselves,  and  agreed  to  buy  all  their  requirements  of 
sheet  metal  for  culverts  from  defendant  Republic ;  and  that  defendant 
manufacturers  association  aided  in  enforcing  the  restrictions  and  par- 
ticipated in  establishing  quotas  for  the  amount  of  sheet  metal  Republic 
was  to  sell  to  each  fabricator.  The  suit  seeks  cancellation  of  the 
allocation  agreements  and  dissolution  of  the  association.  It  is  also 
asked  that  Republic  be  enjoined  from  buying  out  fabricators,  and 
from  requiring  them  to  deal  exclusively  with  it  or  restraining  them 
from  selling  except  in  a  prescribed  territory.     The  case  is  pending. 

965.  United  States  v.  Greater  Kansas  City  Retail  Coal  Mer- 
chants  Ass'n,  Cr.  17328:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman 
Act  filed  December  7,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Mo.,  W.  D.) 
against  6  corporate  defendants,  1  trade  association,  and  15  individual 
defendants  charging  the  defendants  with  fixing  prices  and  suppressing 
competition  in  COAL  sold  in  the  greater  Kansas  City  area.  The 
indictment  further  charges  that  the  defendants  caused  producers  and 
wholesalers  of  coal  to  discontinue  selling  coal  to  dealers  who  have 
sold  at  prices  other  than  those  agreed  upon  by  defendants  and  that  a 
member  dealer  forfeit  his  right  to  share  in  redistribution  of  fees  upon 
the  dealer's  withdrawal  from  the  Association.    The  case  is  pending 

966.  United  States  v.  The  Chicago  Mortgage  Bankers  Corp., 
Civil  48-C-1826:  Complaint  filed  December  9,  1948,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  D.  111.,  E.  Div.)  against  36  corporations  alleging  that 
defendants  unlawfully  suppressed  competition  in  the  MORTGAGE 
LOAN  business  in  the  Chicago  area.  The  complaint  further  alleges 
that  the  defendants  fixed  minimum  commissions,  service  fees  and 
interest  rates  in  connection  with  F.  H.  A.  construction  loans,  and 
charged  borrowers  for  all  expenses  relating  to  these  loans.  The  Gov- 
ernment seeks  dissolution  of  the  association  and  injunction  against 
restrictive  practices  and  agreements  among  defendants,  and  also  asks 
for  a  court  order  directing  defendants  to  refund  to  their  customers 
certain  fees  from  them  and  paid  over  by  the  defendant  mortgage  banks 
to  brokers  for  placing  F.  H.  A.  loans.    The  case  is  pending. 

967.  United  States  v.  United  States  Rubber  Company.  Civil 
26079 :  Complaint  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  December 
16,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D.  Ohio,  E.  Div.)  against  3  cor- 
porate defendants  alleging  illegal  cartel  agreements  with  respect  to 
LATEX.  The  Complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants  organized  jointly- 
owned  companies  whose  manufacturing  and  selling  operations  have 
been  restricted  to  designated  territories;  the  defendants  also  agreed 
not  to  compete  with  the  jointly-owned  companies,  and  to  confine  their 
own  manufacturing  and  selling  activities  within  geographical  limits. 
It  is  further  alleged  that  the  defendants  formed  a  world-wide  pool 
of  patents  relating  to  the  processing  of  latex  and  the  manufacture  of 
products  from  latex,  and  that  third  parties  were  given  licenses  under 
these  patents  only  if  they  adhered  to  specified  trading  conditions. 
This  action  seeks  to  cancel  the  restrictive  arrangements,  to  divest 


defendants  of  their  financial  and  other  interests  in  the  jointly-owned 
companies,  and  to  obtain  such  relief  with  respect  to  patents  as  to 
dissipate  the  effects  of  the  alleged  unlawful  activities.  The  case 
is  pending. 

968.  United  States  v.  National  Photographic  Mount  Manufac- 
turers Association,  Cr.  19619:  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the 
Sherman  Act  filed  December  17,  1948,  in  the  District  Court  (N.  D. 
Ohio,  E.  D.)  against  1  unincorporated  association,  8  corporate  defend- 
ants and  7  officers  thereof  alleging  that  the  defendants  engaged  in 
an  unlawful  combination  and  conspiracy  to  stabilize  and  control  prices, 
terms  and  conditions  of  sale  for  PHOTOMOUNTS  and  to  eliminate 
competition  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  photomounts.  The  indict- 
ment further  charges  that  the  defendants  agreed  among  themselves 
to  refrain  from  employing  any  person  while  that  person  is  an  employee 
of  any  other  corporate  defendant  or  co-conspirator.  On  January  7, 
1949,  one  individual  defendant  was  dismissed,  and  the  remaining 
defendants  entered  pleas  of  nolo  contendere  and  were  fined  a  total 
of  $36,500. 

969.  United  States  v.  Intcr-Island  Steam  Navigation  Co.  Ltd., 
Civil  887 :  Complaint  under  Section  1,  2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act 
filed  December  17,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (D.  of  Hawaii)  against 
2  corporations  alleging  defendants  unlawfully  conspired  to  restrain 
and  monopolize  interstate  and  territorial  TRANSPORTATION.  The 
complaint  further  alleges  that  defendant  Inter-Island  controls  the 
management  and  operation  of  Hawaiian  Airlines  as  majority  stock- 
holder; that  these  two  jointly  conduct  all  expense  tours  with  stop-over 
privileges  at  Inter-Island  owned  hotels,  denying  other  air  carriers  the 
privilege  of  making  similar  arrangements  with  Inter-Island ;  that 
Inter-Island  induces  prospective  passengers  to  patronize  Hawaiian  in 
preference  to  other  air  carriers;  that  Hawaiian  enters  into  contracts 
with  travel  agencies  providing  that  all  agencies  shall  not  sell  trans- 
portation or  perform  any  services  whatsoever  for  any  air  carrier  other 
than  Hawaiian.  The  Government  seeks  divestiture  of  Hawaiian  stock 
from  Inter-Island  and  an  injunction  against  defendants  monopolizing 
air  and  water  transportation  in  Hawaii.    The  case  is  pending. 

970.  United  States  v.  Chrysler  Association  Parts  Wholesalers, 
Cr.  47762 :  Indictment  under  Section  1  of  the  Sherman  Act  returned 
December  30,  1948  in  the  District  Court  (W.  D.  Wash.,  N.  Div.) 
against  2  unincorporated  associations,  5  corporations  and  10  individ- 
uals charging  an  unlawful  conspiracy  to  fix,  maintain  and  control 
prices  and  discounts  applicable  to  the  sale  of  Chrysler  automobile 
replacement  parts  and  engines.  The  indictment  alleges  that  the 
defendants  compelled  Chrysler  dealers  to  adhere  to  the  fixed  prices  and 
discounts;  that  defendants  Wholesale  Association  and  MoPar  Club 
were  organized  as  instrumentalities  to  fix  and  increase  prices  and 
conducted  meetings  at  which  defendants  exchanged  price  information 
and  agreed  on  selling  prices  and  that  association  defendants  issued 
uniform  computation  and  price  lists  to  dealers  to  insure  adherence 
to  increased  prices.  Arraignment  of  the  defendants  has  been  set  for 
February  12,  1949. 
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971.  United  States  v.  Western  Electric  Co.,  Inc.,  and  American 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.,  Civil  17-49:  Complaint  under  Sections  1 
2  and  3  of  the  Sherman  Act  filed  January  14,  1949,  in  the  District 
Court  (N.  J.)  against  2  corporations,  alleging  a  restraint  of  interstate 
™x  x.1"^  commerce  in  the  manufacture,  distribution  and  sale  of 
TELEPHONES,  TELEPHONE  APPARATUS,  EQUIPMENT 
MATERIALS  and  SUPPLIES.  The  complaint  charges  that  Amer- 
ican Telephone  &  Telegraph  Company,  which  owns  and  operates  more 
than  98  percent  of  the  facilities  used  in  the  rendition  of  long  distance 
telephone  service  in  the  United  States,  and  owns  and  controls  operating 
companies  which  furnish  approximately  85  percent  of  all  local  tele- 
phone service  in  the  United  States,  required  that  these  operating  com- 
panies, as  well  as  its  Long  Lines  Department,  buy  substantially  all 
of  their  telephone  equipment  from  its  wholly  owned  subsidiary, 
Western  Electric,  which  manufactures  and  sells  more  than  90  percent 
of  all  telephones,  telephone  apparatus,  and  equipment  sold  in  the 
United  States.  It  is  also  alleged  that  the  absence  of  effective  competi- 
tion has  resulted  in  higher  prices  paid  for  telephone  equipment,  and 
higher  subscriber  rates  since  the  two  concerns  control  both  plant 
investments  and  operating  expenses,  factors  upon  which  federal  and 
state  regulatory  authorities  must  fix  rates  to  be  charged  subscribers 
for  local  and  long  distance  telephone  calls. 

The  suit  asks  a  separation  of  Western  Electric  from  American 
Telephone  &  Telegraph  Company  and  a  dissolution  of  Western  Elec- 
tric into  three  competing  manufacturing  concerns,  and  seeks  to  require 
American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Company  and  its  operating  subsid- 
iaries to  buy  telephone  equipment  only  under  competitive  bidding  and 
to  compel  the  two  defendant  companies  to  license  their  patents  to  all 
applicants  on  a  non-discriminatory  and  reasonable  royalty  basis  as  well 
as  to  furnish  such  applicants  with  technical  assistance  and  know-how 
in  connection  with  the  use  of  such  patents.    The  case  is  pending. 
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A.  B.  C.  Canning  Co 374 

A.  B.   Dick  Co 856.  857 

Abrasive  Grain  Ass'n  913 

Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co 14 

78  Fed.  712 

85  Fed.  271 
175  U.  S.  211 

Aerofln  Corp 767 

Affiliated  Ladles  Apparel  Carriers  Ass'n 

of  the  Elastern  Area.  Inc 812,  823 

Agler.  Hiram  9a 

62  Fed.  824 

Alleen  Coal  Co 175 

Alba  Pharmaceutical  Co.,  Inc 636,  637 

Albany  Chemical  Co. 221 

Albla  Box  &  Paper  Co 65 

Albion  Vein  Slate  Co 579 

Alden  Paper  Co.   352 

Alexander  &  Reld  Co. 239 

280  Fed.  9J4 
Algoma  Coal  &  Coke  Co 176 

Allegheny  Ludlum  Steel  Corp. 810,  815 

Allen  &  Robinson 29 

3  D.  Hawaii  667 

Allen  Brothers  Co 63 

Allen  Calculators  v.  The  National  Cash 
Register  Co.  and  the  United  States 

100,  note 

322  U.  S.  137 
322  U.  S.  771 

Allied  Chemical  &  Dye  Corp.. .  .455.  613,  706 
42  F.  Supp.  425 

Allied  Cleaners  A  Dyers  of  Seattle 327 

Allied  Van  Lines.   Inc 790 

Alpha  Portland  Cement  Co 229 

Alphons   Custodis   Chimney   Construc- 
tion Co 207 

Aluminum  Company  of  America 

116,423,  580,698 

19  F.  Supp.  374  (First  case) 

20  F.  Supp.  608 
302  U.  S.  230 

20  F.  Supp.  13  (Second  case) 
1  F.  R.  D.  1 
1  F.  R.  D.  48 
1  F.  R.  D.  57 
1  F.  R.  D.  62 

1  F.  R.  D.  71 

2  F.  R.  D.  224 

26  F.  Supp.  711 

27  F.  Supp,  820 
35  F.  Supp.  820 
44  F.  Supp.  97 

320  U.  S.  708 
322  U.  S.  716 
148  F.  (2d)  416 
41  F.  Supp.  347  (Third  case) 
164  Fed.  159 
334  U.  S.  258 
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American  Agricultural  Chemical  Co 318 

American  Air  Filter  Co.,  Inc 715,  773 

American  Amusement  Ticket  Manufac- 
turers' Ass'n 319 

American-Asiatic  Steamship  Co 113 

220  Fed.  230 

242  U.  S.  537 
American  Ass'n  of  Wholesale  Opticians  208 

American  Bosch  (Torp 750 

American  Brass  Co 707,  708 

American  Can  Co 150,  851,  870 

230  Fed.  859  (First  case) 

234  Fed.  1019 

256  U.  S.  706 

American  Chain  Co 278 

American  Coal  Products  Co 139 

American  Coated  Paper  Co 232 

American  Colloid  Co. 552 

American  Column  &  Lumber  Co 210 

263  Fed.  147 

257  U.  S.  377 

American  Cone  &  Wafer  Co 202 

American  Federation  of  Musicians. .  726,    749 
47  F.  Supp.  304  (First  case) 
318  U.  S.  741 
American  Fuel  and  Power  Co.,  Debtor 

In  the  Matter  of 437,  note 

(See    Columbia    Gas    &    Electric 
Corp.) 

32  F.  Supp.  107 
122  F.  (2d)  223 
151  F.  (2d)  461 
153  F.  (2d)  101 
322  U.  S.  379 
1  F.  R.  D.  358 
1  F.  R.  D.  606 

American  Ice  Co. 35 

Amerlcan-LaFrance-Foamlte  Corp.    . . .  887 

American  Lecithin  Co. 850 

American  Linseed  Oil  O) 215 

275  Fed.  939 
262  U.  S.  371 

American  Lithographic  Co 233 

American  Locomotive  Co 825 

American  Magnesium  Corp 581 

41  F.  Supp.  347 

American  Meat  Institute 621 

47  F.  Supp.  482 

317  U.    S.    424    (Sub   nom.    United 
States  V.  Monla) 

American  Medical  Ass'n 441 

26  F.  Supp.  429 
28  F.  Supp.  752 
308  U.  S.  599 
110  F.  (2d)  703 
310  U.  S.  644 
130  F.  (2d)  233 
317  U.  S.  519 
26  F.   Supp.   58   (In  re  American 

Medical  Ass'n) 
26  F.    Supp.    55    (Medical   Socletv 
of  the  D.  C.) 


II 
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Name  of  Cm«  Case  No. 

American  Naval  Stores  Co 60,  106 

172  Fed.  455  (Nash  v.  United  States) 
186  Fed.  592 
186  Fed.  489 
229  U.  S.  373 

American  Optical  Co..  .528,  529,  531,  557,  858 
2  F.  R.  D.  534 
7  F.  R.  D.   158 

American   Optical   Co.   v.   New  Jersey 

Optical  Co 557,  note 

50  F.  Supp.  806 

American  Petroleum  Institute 564 

American  Potash  &  Chemical  Corp 

444,  525 

American  Press  Ass'n 119 

(See  Central-West  Pub.  Co.) 

American  Refractories  Institute 622 

American  Seating  Co 44,  45,  555 

American    Society    of   Composers,    Au- 
thors and  Publishers   . .   404,  585,  593,  896 

American  Sugar  Refining  Co 64,  80 

173  Fed.  823 
218  U.  S.  601 

American  Surgical  Trade  Ass'n 592 

American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 

147,  971 

American  Terra  Cotta  A  Ceramic  Co. 

242.256 

American  Thread  Co 137 

American  Tobacco  Co.,  The 49,  547 

164  Fed.  700  (First  case) 
164  Fed.  1024 
221  U.  S.  106 
191  Fed.  371 

39  F.  Supp.  957  (Second  case) 
147  F.  (2d)  93 
324  U.  S.  836 
328  U.  S.   781,  824 

American  Waxed  Paper  Ass'n 680 

American  Window  Glass  Co. 254 

American  Wringer  Co 156 

Amsden  Lumber  Co 31 

Amsterdamsche  Chlnlnefabriek  ....  337,  338 

Anderson,  J.  C ig 

82  Fed.  998 
171  U.  S.  604 

Andrews  Lumber  &  Mill  Co 223.  240 

6  F.  (2d)  98 
272  U.  S.  549 
21  F.  (2d)  889 

Appalachian  Coals,  Inc. 383 

1  F.  Supp.  339 
288  U.  S.  344 

Aqua  System,  Inc 692,  741 

Armour  &  Co.    25,  649,  737,  892,  944 

142  Fed.  808 

48  F.  Supp.  801  (Second  case) 
137  F.   (2d)  269 

Artery,  Michael  166 

Arthur  Morgan  Trucking  Co 484.  568 

Asbestos  Corporation,  Ltd 335 

34  F.   (2d)  182 

A.  Schrader's  Son,  Inc 200,  260 

264  Fed.  175 
252  U.  S.  85 

Asheville  Mica  Co 832 
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Name  of  Caa«  Case  No. 

Asphalt  Shingle  &  Roofing  Institute 377 

Associated  Bill  Posters  &  Distributors 
of  the  U.  S.  &  Canada  120 

235  Fed.  540 

258  U.  S.  633 

Associated  Marble  Companies 537,  6O4 

Associated  Plumbing  and  Heating  Mer- 
chants     

38  F.  Supp.  769 

Associated  Press,   The    

52  F.  Supp.  362 
326  U.  S.  1 

Associated  Serum  Producers.  Inc    709 

Association  of  American  Railroads,  Th« 

-  „  „  461.803 

36  F.  Supp.  225  (First  case) 

4  F.  R.  D.  510  (Second  case) 

Association  of  Limb  Manufacturers  of 

America,  Inc.   gj ^ 

160  F.  (2d)  8 

Atlantic  &  Pacific  Tea  Co.,  The 

612.  642.  746,  793 

Atlantic  Qeaners  A  Dyers.  Inc 358 

286  U.  S.  427 

Atlantic  Commission  Co.,  Inc 661 

45  F.  Supp.  187 

Atlantic  Investment  Co 43 

Atlantic  Terra  Cotta  Co 241 

Atlas  Portland  Cement  Co.   * 206,  238 

Auditorium  C;ondltionlng  Corp 782 

52  F.  Supp.   528 

Aulsbrook  &  Jones  Furniture  Co. 303 

Automatic  Sprinkler  Co.  of  America  . .  854 


Baker.  William  B 297 

Baker  A  Holmes  Co 23 

Baker-Whiteley  Coal  Co 177 

Balaban,  Barney   353  440 

26  F.  Supp.  491 

Balaban  A  Katz  Corp.   353 

Barber-Colman  Co 646 

Barbers'  Supply  Dealers  Ass'n 214 

Barnard  &  Company 347 

Barre  Granite  Ass'n,  Inc 801 

Barrett  Co.,  The   456 

Barton,  Thomas  E 191 

Bastin,   Frank  270 

Bates  Valve  Bag  Corp 355 

39  F.  (2d)  162 

Battery  Separator  Manufacturers'  Ass'n 

618,633 

Bauer,  French,  Inc 699 

48  F.  Supp.  260 
318  U.  S.  795  (Walling  v.  Jackson- 
ville Paper  Co.) 

Baumgartner,  Julius  331 

40  F.   (2d)  49 

Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co. 

509,  544,  559,  560.  859 

34  F.  Supp.  267  (First  Case) 
45  F.  Supp.  387  (Third  case) 
321  U.  S.  707 
3  F.  R.  D.  331  (Fourth  case) 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Bay  Area  Painters  &  Decorators  Joint 

Committee,  Inc.,  The  763 

49  F.  Supp.  733 
Bayer  Co.,  Inc.,  The 638 

Beardslee     Chandelier     Manufacturing 

Co 491 

Beatrice  Oeamery  Co 589 

128  F.  (2d)  227  (Sub  nom.  Truck 
Drivers  Local  No.  421.  Int'l 
Bros,  of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen  &  Helpers  of 
America) 
Beckley-Cardy   Co 610 

Belfl,   Constantlne    194 

259  Fed.  822 

Bell  Services,  Inc.,  W.  C.  602,  652 

Bemls  Brother  Bag  Co 738 

Bendix  Aviation  Corp 743,  910 

Bendix  Home  Appliances.  Inc.  and  Tele- 
coin  Corp 881 

Benson,  N.  P.  Optical  Co 925 

Berger  Manufacturing  Co 332 

Berkey  &  Gay  Furniture  Co 302 

B.  (3oedde  &  Co.  562 

40  F.  Supp.  523 
Biegler  Co.,  Inc.,  Louis  236 

Bobst,   Elmer  H.   and  Roche-Organon, 

Inc 665 

Bolt,  Nut  &  Rivet  Manufacturers'  Ass'n  378 

Booth  Fisheries  Co 157,  196 

Bopp.  Frani  171 

230  Fed.  723 
232  Fed.  177 
237  Fed.  283 

Borax  Consolidated.  Ltd.  806.  807 

62  F.  Supp.  220  (Second  case) 
Borden    Co..    The                          435,  556,  936 
28  F.  Supp.  177  (First  case) 
308  U.  S.  188 
Boston   Fruit   and   Produce   Exchange 
914.  933 

Boston  Market  Terminal  Co 872 

Bowman  Dairy  Co 934,  935 

Bowser  A  Co.,  S.  F 168 

Boyle,  James   331 

40  F.  (2d)  49  (See  Baumgartner) 

Boyle.  Michael    167 

259  Fed.  803 
Brake    Lining    Manufacturers    Ass'n.. 
Inc 899,  900,  901 

Bricklayers',  Masons'  &  Plasterers'  In- 
ternational Union    251 

Brlggs  Mfg.  Co 952 

Briley.  Wm.  J 331 

282  U.  S.,  857  (See  Baumgartner) 

Broadcast  Music,  Inc    576 

Brooker  Engineering  Co 508,  679 

Brown,  Arthur  C 298 

276  U.  S.  134 

Bruce  Company,  Inc.,  E.  L 474,  591 

Bruce's  Juices,   Inc   v.   American  Can 

Company    851,  note 

330  U.  S.  743 
Buckeye  Coal  A  Rwy.  Co.  v.  Hocking 

Valley  R.  Co 91 

(See  Lake  Shore  Ry.  Co.) 
Building     and      Construction     Trades 

Council  of  New  Orleans   482 

313  U.  S.  539 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Burroughs  Adding  Machine  Co 138 

Buser  Silk  (Corporation,  R.  G 781 

Button  Export  &  Trading  Corp. 201 

C 

Cadillac  Electric  Supply  Co 475 

California  Associated  Raisin  Co 219 

California  Cotton  Mills  Co 791 

California  Fruit  Growers  Exchange 

669,  742 

California  Retail  Grocers  A  Merchants 

Ass'n,   Ltd 689 

139  F.   (2d)  978 
322  U.  S.  729 

California   Retail  Hardware  A  Imple- 
ment Ass'n    320 

California  Rice  Industry 619.  644 

California  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n  —  284 

Candy  Supply  Co 344 

Canned  Pea  Marketing  Institute,  Inc.      620 

Canners  League  of  California  616 

Oirpet  Manufacturers  of  America,  Inc, 

Institute  of  577 

1  F.  R.  D.  636 

Carrozzo,  Michael    538 

37  F.  Supp.  191 

313  U.  S.  539  (sub  nom.  Int'l  Hod- 
carriers  A  Bldg.  &  (Common  La- 
borers District  Council) 

Carson  Brewing  Co 301 

Case.  J.  L  Co 941 

Cassldy.  John    11 

67  F.  698,  783 
Catalln  (Corporation  of  America.  . .  .843,  844 

Cement  Institute   826 

Cement  Manufacturers'  Protective  Ass'n  237 

294  Fed.  390 

268  U.  S.  588 

Cement  Securities  Co 247 

Central  Die  Casting  A  Manufacttiring 
Co.,   Inc 623 

Central  Foimdry  Co 246 

Central  Supply  Association,   The 514 

34  F.  Supp.  241 
37  F.  Supp.  890 
40  F.  Supp.  964 
6  F.  R.  D.  526 

Central-West  Publishing   (Co 119 

245  Fed.   91    (See  American  Press 
Ass'n) 

Certain-teed  Products  Corp 542 

37  F.  Supp.  406 

Chandler  Ice  A  (Cold  Storage  Plant 36 

Chapmsoi,  Isaac  E. 164 

Chattanooga  News-Free  Press  Co 535 

Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Fuel  Co 18 

105  Fed.  93 
115  Fed.  610 

Chicago  and  Cook  Coimty  Building  and 
Construction  Trades  Council 488 

Chicago  Ass'n  of  Candy  Jobbers 334 

Chicago  Board  of  Trade 131 

246  U.  S.  231 

Chicago  Butter  &  Egg  Board 74 
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Name  of  Cam  Cam  No. 

Chicago  Master  Steam  Fitters'  Ass'n. . .  235 

Chicago  Mortgage  Bankers  Corp 966 

Chicago  Mosaic  &  Tiling  Co. 180 

Chilean  Nitrate  Sales  Corp 457 

Chrysler  Association  Parts  Wholesalers  970 
Chrysler  Corp 430,  438 

314  U.  S.  583  (Second  case) 

314  U.  S.  716 

316  U.  S.  556 

Chrysler  Corporation  v.  Homer  S.  Cum- 

mlngs,  Attorney  General 430 

Clba  Pharmaceutical  Products,  Inc 663 

Cigarettes,  One  Hundred  and  Seventy- 
five  Cases  of S2 

Clements.  R.  H 262 

297  Fed.  206 
266  U.  S.  605 

Cleveland  Stone  Co 132 

Climax  Molybdenum  Co 729 

Cloak  and  Suit  Trucking  Ass'n,  Inc. . . 

813.  824 

Clow  &  Sons,  James  B 234 

Coal  Dealers'  Ass'n 17 

85  Fed.  252 

Colgate  &  Co 195,  212.  292 

253  Fed.  522 
250  U.  S.  300 

Collins,  Daniel  P 16O 

Colorado  &  Wyoming  Lumber  Dealers' 
Ass'n   96 

Colorado    Wholesale   Wine   A    Liquor 

Dealers'  Ass'n  Inc 691 

47  F.  Supp.  160 

144  F.  (2d)  824  (Sub  nom.  Frank- 
fort Distilleries.  Inc.) 
324  U.  S.  293  (Sub  nom.  Frankfort 
Distilleries,  Inc.) 

Columbia  Broadcasting  System 675 

47  F.  Supp.  940 
319  U.  S.  190 

Columbia  Gas  &  Electric  Corp 409,  437 

1  F.  R.  D.  358 
1  F.  R.  D.  606 
32  F.  Supp.   107  (In  re  American' 

Fuel  A  Power  Co.) 
122  F.    (2d)    223    (In   re  American 

Fuel  &  Power  Co.) 
151  F.  (2d)  461  (Columbia  Gas  A 
Electric  Corp.  v.  American  Fuel 
&  Power  Co.) 
153  F.  (2d)  101  (Columbia  Gas  A 
Electric  Corp.  v.  American  Fuel 
&  Power  Co.) 

27  F.  Supp.  198  (Williamson  v.  Co- 
lumbia Gas  &  Electric  Corp.) 

110  F.  (2d)  15  (Williamson  v.  Co- 
lumbia Gas  &  Electric  Corp.) 

310  U.  S.  639  (Williamson  v.  Colum- 
bia Gas  &  Electric  Corp.) 

28  F.  Supp.   168 
26  F.  Supp.  488 

312  U.  S.  502 
312  U.  S.  665 

Columbia  River  Packers  Ass'n 714 

Columbia  Steel  Company 888 

71  F.  Supp.  734 
7  F.  R.  D.   183 
74  F.  Supp.  671 
334  U.  S.  495 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Columbus  Confectioners'  Ass'n 330 

Confectioners'  Club  of  Baltimore 350 

Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc 611.  654 

Consolidated    Car-Heating    Co.,     Inc.. 

Th« 838 

Consolidated  Laundries  Corp 753 

Consolidated  Music  Corp 2 16 

Consumers  Ice  Co. 955 

Continental  Can  Co.,  Inc 871 

Continental   Diamond   Fibre  Co. 922 

Continental  Insurance  Co us 

(See  Reading  Co.) 

Contracting  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  Long 

Beach  Inc 4^9 

33  F.  Supp.  978 

Cooper  Corp.,  The 442 

31  F.  Supp.  848 
114  F.   (2d)  413 

311  U.  S.  639 

312  U.  S.  600 

Corbett  Stationery  Co 53 

<^m  Derivatives  Institute 382 

Com  Products  Co 13X 

234  Fed.  964 

249  U.  S.  621 

Coming,  In  re  5^ 

Coming  Glass  Works 551 

51  Fed.  205 

Corrugated  Paper  Manufacturers'  Ass'n  226 

Cotton,  Joe  99 

Cotton  Mills  Company,  California 791 

Cotton  Valley  Operators'  Committee. .  895 
75  F.  Supp.  1 
8  F.  R.  D.  35 
77  F.  Supp.  409 

Cowell,  S.  H. 172 

243  Fed.  730 

295  Fed.  577 

Coye.  William  H 296 

Cranberry  Canners,  Inc 647 

Crescent  Amusement  Co.,  Inc 453 

323  U.  S.  173 
323  U.  S.  818 
31  F.  Supp.  730 

Crown  Zellerbach  Corp 447 

Cudahy  Packing  Co.,  The 70.  634 

Cummings.   Homer  S..   Attorney  Gen- 
eral, Chrysler  Corp.  v 430 

D 

Dairy  Cooperative  Ass'n 713 

49  F.  Supp.  475 

Dairymen's  Ass'n.  Ltd 425,  426 

De  Beers  Consolidated  Mines.  Ltd 816 

325  U.  S.  212 

^^    •    • 8.  8a,  8b.  9 

64  Fed.  724 

158  U.  S.  564 

Decca  Records.  Inc 937 

Deere  and  Co 942 

Delaware,    Lackawanna    and    Westem 

Railroad  Co.    133 

213  Fed.  240 
238  U.  S.  516 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

DeMund  Lumber  Co 39 

Denver  Master  Plumbers  Ass'n,  The. .  949 

Detroit  Title  Contractors'  Ass'n 545 

Deutsches  Kalisyndikat  Geselischaft . . .  325 

Diamond  Match  Co.,  The 798 

Dlscher,  Grant  F 193 

255  Fed.  719 

Dow  Chemical  Co..  The 582 

41  F.  Supp.  347 
Dress  Creators  League  of  America,  Inc.  401 

Dried  Fruit  Ass'n  of  California 614 

4  F.  R.  D.  1 
Drivers,  Chauffeurs  and  Helpers  Local 
Union  No.   639  of  the  International 
Brotherhood    of    Teamsters.    Chauf- 
feurs,    Stablemen    and    Helpers    of 

America    460 

32  F.  Supp.  594 
Dubuque  Cooperative  Dairy  Marketing 
Ass'n   700 

Duffy  380 

61  F.   (2d)  97 

Du  Pont  de  Nemours,  E.  I.  A  Co 

.51,  458.  712.  718.  720,  721,  728.  911.  932 
188  Fed.  127  (First  case) 
273  Fed.  869 


Eastern  Gas  &  Fuel  Associates 794 

Eastern  States  Retail  Lumber  Ass'n         85 

201  Fed.  581 

234  U.  S.  600 

Eastman  Kodak  Co. 143 

226  Fed.  62 
230  Fed.  522 
255  U.  S.  578 

E.  C.  Knight  Co 4 

60  Fed.  306 

60  Fed.  934 
156  U.  S.  1 

Eighteen  Karat  Club 317 

E.  L.  Bruce  Co.,  Inc 474,  59i 

Eldrldge  &  Son,  L.  S.,  Inc 792 

Electric  Storage  Battery  Co 821 

Electrical  Apparatus  Export  Ass'n 834 

Electrical  Solderless  Service  Connector 

Institute 571 

Elgin  Board  of  Trade 125 

Elgin  National  Watch  Co 657 

47  F.  Supp.  524 
Eli  Lilly  &  Co 598 

Elliott,  M.  J 10 

62  Fed.  801 

64  Fed.  27 
Empire  Hat  &  C^ap  Manufacturing  Co.    659 

47  F.  Supp.  395 
Employing   Plasterers'   Ass'n  of  Alle- 
gheny County 507 

Engineering  Survey  and  Audit  Co..  Inc. 

470.497 

Ethyl  Gasoline  Corp 422 

27  F.  Supp.  959 

309  U.  S.  436 
Evans.  Hiram  W 532 

134  F.  (2d)  912 

Evansville  Confectioners'  Ass'n 360 

Evaporated  Milk  Ass'n 615 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Evaporated  Milk  Ass'n  v.  Roche 615 

126  F.  (2d)  467 

130  F.  (2d)  843 

319  U.  S.  21 
Excavators  Administrative  Ass'n,  Inc..  478 


F 

Far  East  Conference 938 

Federal  Salt  Co 21.  22 

Fernald  Co.  &  Soule  Steel  Co 333 

First  National  Pictures,  Inc 343 

34  F.  (2d)  815 
282  U.  S.  44 
51  F.  (2d)  552 

Fish  Credit  Ass'n,  Inc. 389 

85  F.  (2d)  544 
299  U.  S.  609 

Fitzgerald,   William  B 295 

6  F.  (2d)  156  (See  National  Mal- 
leable &  Steel  Castings  Co.) . . .  282 

5.898  Cases  of  Sardines 373 

Flatwork  Ass'n  of  Greater  New  York. 

Inc 755.776 

Flower  Producers  Cooperative  Ass'n . . .  307 
Food   &   Grocery   Bureau   of  Southern 

California,  Inc 624 

41  F.  Supp.  884 
43  F.  Supp.  966 
43  F.  Supp.  974 
139  F.  (2d)  973 
Food  Distributors  Ass'n 578 

Ford  Motor  Co 431,  439 

68  F.  Supp.  825  (Second  case) 
335  U.  S.  303 
Forestal  Land.  Timber  and  Railways. 

Ltd.,  The 787 

Foster  &  Kleiser  Co 370 

Fox  Theatres  Corp 365 

Fox  West  Coast  Theatres 385 

Fox  West  Coast  Theatres  Corp 454 

Frankfort  Distilleries  (See  Colorado 
Wholesale  Wine  &  Liquor  Dealers' 
Ass'n)       691.  757 

Freightways   682 

Frelhofer  Baking  Co 572,  573 

French  Bauer,  Inc 699 

48  F.  Supp.  260  (See  Walling  v. 
Jacksonville  Paper  Co.,  318 
U.  S.  795) 

Fruit  &  Produce  Trade  Ass'n  of  New 
York,  The  764 

Fuller,  W.  P.,  &  Co 505 

Fur  Dressers'  &  Fur  Dyers'  Ass'n 265 

5  F.  (2d)  869 

Fur  Dressers'  Factor  Corp 396 

100  F.  (2d)  541  (International  Fur 
Workers   Union   of   U.   S.   and 
Canada) 
306  U.  S.  653 
103  F.  (2d)  775 

O 

Gamewell  Co 873,  874 

(3eer,  William  C 84 

General  Aniline  &  Film  Corp 671 
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N»me  of  CsM  CMe  No. 

General  Cable  Corp 886 

General  Chemical  Co 735 

General  DyestulT  Corp ^70 

57  F.  Supp.  642 

General  Electric  Co 82,  281,  553,  575. 

650,  747.  814.  915.  916.  959.  960 
15  F.  (2d)  715  (Second  case) 
272  U.  S.  476 

40  F.  Supp.  tn  (Third  case) 
318  U.  S.  746  (Sub  nom.  Jewel  In- 
candescent Lamps  Co.  v.  Gen- 
eral Electric  Co.) 

General   Electric  Co.   v.   Hygrade  Syl- 

vanla  Corp 747,  note 

45  F.  Supp.  714 
61  F.  Supp.  476 
61  F.  Supp.  531 
61  F.  Supp.  539 

General  Instrument  Corp 853,  855 

General  Motors  CJorp 432,  566,  841 

121  F.  (2d)  376  (First  case) 
314  U.  S.  618,  710 
318  U.  S.  780 
2  F.  R.  D.  346  (Second  case) 
2  F.  R.  D.  528 
26  F.  Supp.  353 

General  Outdoor  Advertising  Co 346 

General  Paper  Co. 24 

201  U.  S.  92  (Sub  nom.  Nelson  v. 
United  States) 

General  Petroleum  Corp.  of  California.  465 
33  F.  Supp.  95 

General  Tire  &  Rubber  Co 725 

Georgia,  State  of  v.  Pennsylvania  Rail- 
road Co 803.  note 

Gerber.   Max 950 

Gillette  Safety  Razor  Co 328 

Gilman    \%i 

Glass  Contractors'  Ass'n 524 

Glaze-Rite  Co 464 

Glaziers  Local  No.  27  of  (Chicago 359 

Glen  Alden  Coal  Co 751 

4  F.  R.  D.  211 

Gloyd,  Alfred  M 37 

Goedde  &  Co.,  B 552 

40  F.  Supp.  523 

Goodwin-Gallagher     Sand     A     Gravel 
Corp 220,  222 

Gramllch    417 

19  F.  Supp.  422 
101  F.   (2d)  325 

Gray  &  Co.,  William  S 797,  804 

59  F.  Supp,  665  (Second  case) 

Great  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Tea  Co.,  The 

612.  642 

Great  Lakes  Steamship  Co 339 

Great  Lakes  Towing  Co 73 

208  Fed.  733 
217  Fed.  656 
245  U.  S.  675 

Great  Western  Sugar  Co 357,  364 

39  F.  (2d)  149 
39  F.  (2d)  152 

Greater  Kansas  City  CThapter  Nafl 
Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n  908,  909 

Greater  Kansas  City  Retail  Coal  Mer- 
chants Ass'n 965 


Name  of  Case 


Cue  No. 


Greater  New  York  Live  Poultry  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce 348,  356.  368 

30  F.  (2d)  939 

33  F.  (2d)  IOCS  (Second  case) 

34  F.  (2d)  967 
47  F.  (2d)  156 

283  U.  S.  837 

44  F.  (2d)  393  (Third  case) 
53  F.  (2d)  518 
291  U.  S.  293  (Sub  nom.  Local  167 
International    Brotherhood    of 
Teamsters) 

Greene,  In  re   o» 

52  Fed.  104  

Greenhut,  Joseph  B.  .  c 

50  Fed.  469 

51  Fed.  205 
51  Fed.  213 

Griffith  (See  SnUth)   230 

Griffith  Amusement  Co 443 

68  F.  Supp.  180 
1  F.  R.  D.  229 
334  U.  S.   100 

Grinding  Wheel  Manufacturers  Ass'n. .  889 

Growers  Finance  Corp.   817 

Gypsum  Industries  Ass'n  268 


Haines,  A.    102,  103 

Half-Size  Dress  Guild,  Inc.   403 

Halibut  Liver  Oil  Producers 732,  762 

Hamburg-American  Co.   . .  st 

200  Fed.  806 
216  Fed.  971 
239  U.  S.  466 

Hamilton  Watch  Co.    CS€ 

47  F.  Supp.  524 

Happy  Valley  Farms  Inc.    921 

Harbison- Walker  Refractories  Co 574 

Harbor  District  Chapter,  National  Elec- 
trical  Contractors'  Association . .  492,  629 
33  F.  Supp.  978  (sub  nom.  U.  S.  v. 
Heating  Piping  &  Air  Condi- 
tioning   (>>ntractors    Ass'n    of 
Southern  C:allfomla) 
Harbor  District  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n 

506.  590 

Hart-Carter  Company,  Tha  .  soS 

63  F.  Supp.  982 

Hartford-Empire  (^ 4^9 

1  F.  R.  D.  424 
46  F.  Supp.  541 

323  U.  S.  386 

324  U.  S.  570 

65  F.  Supp.  271 

Hartwick,  Edward  E 92 

Harvel,  A.  L 267 

Hawaii  Brewing  Corp.,  Ltd 429 

Hayes,  Frank  J 152 

HeaUng,     Piping    A    Alr-Condltloning 
Contractors'  Association  of  Southern 

California    486,  628 

33  F.  Supp.  978  (See  also  National 
Electrical  (Contractors  Ass'n)    . 

492,  499.  629,  630,  908,  909 
Heating,  Piping  &  Air  Conditioning  In- 
dustry for  Allegheny  c::ounty,  Penn- 
sylvania, Voluntary  Code  of  the 468 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Hency,  Tom  272 

286  Fed.  165 

Hlppen.  William  145 

Hoffman,   Nat    515 

Hogg,   T.  H.  42 

Holll«.  Wlllard  G 97 

246  Fed.  611 

Holmes,  Arthur  L,  87 

Hood.  H.  P.  and  Sons  Inc 948 

Hopkins,  Henry   15 

82  Fed.   529 
84  Fed.  1018 
171  U.  S.  578 
House  of  VIslon-Belgard-Spero,  Inc....  926 

Household  Finance  Corp 800 

Hudnut.  Inc.,  Richard  266 

8  F.  (2d)  1010 

Hulse.  Guy  H 410 

Hunter  Milling  Co 93 

Hutcheson,  William  L 462 

32  F.  Supp.  600 
312  U.  S.  219 


I 

Ice  Refrigeration  Co.,  Inc.  808 

Ideal  Cement  Co 599,  684 

Imperial  ChenUcal  Industries.  Ltd 789 

Imperial     Chemical     Industries     (New 

York).    Ltd 685 

Imperial  Window  Glass  Co 67 

Imperial  Wood  SUck  Co 446 

Industrial  Ass'n  of  San  Francisco  277 

293  Fed.  925 
268  U.  S.  64 
Institute  of  Carpet   Manufacturers  of 

America,   Inc.    S77 

1  F.  R.  D.  636 

Inter-Island  Steam  Navigation  Co.  Ltd.  969 

Interlaken  Mills   197 

International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
Workers    135 

International  Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
Workers,  Local  Union  No.  3 

510,  511,  512 

42  F.  Supp.  783 

International  Brotherhood  of  Team- 
sters, etc..  Local  No.  167 368 

291  U.  S.  293  (See  Greater  New 
York  Live  Poultry  Chamber  of 
Commerce) 

International  Brotherhood  of  Team- 
sters, Chauffeurs,  Stablemen,  and 
Helpers  of  America,  Local  807  .  .433,  448 

118  Fed.  684  (First  case) 

315  U.  S.  521 

International  Business  Machines  Cor^o- 

ration    381 

13  F.  Supp.  11 
298  U.  S.  131 

International      Fishermen      &     Allied 

Workers  of  America,  Local  36 869 

70  F.  Supp  782 


Name  of  Case  Case  Nb. 

International    Fur   Workers   Union   of 
U.  S.  and  Canada  (See  Fur  Dressers 

Factor  Corp.)    396 

100  F.  (2d)  541 
103  F.  (2d)  775 

International  Harvester  Co 115,  943 

214  Fed.  987  (First  case) 
248  U.  S.  587 

10  F.   (2d)  827. 
274  U.  S.  693 
International    Hodcarrlers    and    Bidg. 
and  Common  Laborers  District  Coim- 

cll  of  Chicago   538 

International  Longshoremen's  Ass'n...  485 
International  Nickel  Company  of  (Can- 
ada. Ltd.,  The «49 

Intemationed  Precipitation  Co 831 

International  Salt  (Co 82S 

6  F.  R.  D.  302 
332  U.  S.  392 

Interstate  Circuit,  Inc 418 

20  F.  Supp.  868 
304  U.  S.   55 
306  U.  S.  208 

Ironlte  Co 199,  209 

Irving,  Chris 162 

9 

Jackson    88h 

Jeffrey  Manufacturing  Co 286 

Jelllco  Mountain  Coal  &  (Coke  Co 1 

43  Fed.  898 

46  Fed.  432 

Jensen  Creamery  Co 174 

Jewel  Incandescent  Lamp  Co.  v.  Gen- 
eral Electric  Co 575 

John  Morrell  &  Co 673 

John  Reardon  &  Sons  Co 78 

191  Fed.  454 

Johns-Manvllle  Corp 539 

1  F.  R.  D.  548 
67  F.  Supp.  291 

Johnson  &  Johnson    878 

Johnston  Brokerage  Co 245 

Joint  Traffic  Ass'n  13 

76  Fed.  895 

89  Fed.  1020 
171  U.  S.  505 
Jones,   George  M 228 

Journeymen  Stone  Cutters'  Ass'n  323 

278  U.  S.  566 

K 

Kansas  Oty  Ice  Co 400 

Kearney  &  Trecker  Corp 635 

Kellogg  Toasted  Corn  Flakes  Co 127 

222  Fed.  725 

Kelly-Goodwin  Hardwood  (Co.,  Inc 526 

Kern,  Oscar   231 

Keystone  Watch  (Case  Co 105 

218  Fed.  502 
257  U.  S.  664 

King,  Carl  C 165 

229  Fed.  275 
250  Fed.  908 
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Kftme  of  Cm«  Cm«  No. 

King,  Rufus  DeWItt  799 

Klngan  &  Co.,  Inc 734 

Klaxon  Horn  Co 20S 

Klearflax  Linen  Looms  811 

63  F.  Supp.  32 

Kluge,  Adolph  C 199 

Knauer.  Robert  155 

237  Fed.  8  .  

Knight  Co.,  E.  C 4 

60  Fed.  306 
60  Fed.  934 
156  U.  S.  1 

Kohler  Co 95] 

Kraft  Cheese  Co .626,  641 

Kraft  Paper  Ass'n  449,'  554 

Krentler-Amold  Hinge  Last  Co 129 

Krewoskl.  Milan  305 

Kroger  Grocery  &  Baking  Co.,  The. '. . .  758 
51  F.  Supp.  448 

144  F.   (2d)  824  (sub  nom.  Frank- 
fort Distilleries) 
323  U.  S.  777 

Krupp.  Fried 553.650 

Kryptok  Oo 273 

11  F.  (2d)  874 


Lake  Shore  Railway  Co.  91 

203  Fed.  295 
281  Fed.   1007 

5  F.  (2d)  240 
269  U.    S.    42    (Buckeye   Cbal   and 
Railway  Co.  v.  Hocking  Valley 
R.  R.  Co.) 

Lamar  (See  Rintelen)   170 

Lay  Fish  Co 304.  311 

Leather    and    Shoe    Finders   Ass'n    of 

Philadelphia     957 

Lehigh  Portland  Oment  Co 253 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co 154 

225  Fed.  399 
254  U.  S.  255 

Lelbner  *  Co 313 

Levlne  Waste  Paper  Co 569 

LI  bbey-O wens-Ford  Glass  Co 822 

Lilly,  Ell  &  Co 598 

Llnde  Air  Products  Co.,  The 846 

Llndsley  Brothers  Co 293 

Line  Material  Co 809 

64  F.  Supp.  970 
333  U.  S.  287 
Linen   Supply  Ass'n   of   Greater  New 

York.  Inc 754.  779 

(See  Morgan  Laundry  Service) 
Linen  Supply  Board  of  Trade  of  New 

Jersey.  Inc 752,  778 

Liquid  Carbonic  Corp 930 

LIquldometer  Corp.,  The  839 

Live  Poultry  Dealers'  Protective  Ass'n  279 
298  Fed.   139 
4  F.  (2d)  840 

Local  Union  No.  3  of  the  International 
Brotherhood    of   Electrical    Workers 

510.  511,  512 

42  F.  Supp.  783 

Local    No.    202    of    the    International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  393,  412 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Local  Union  No.  639  of  the  Interna- 
tional Brotherhood  of  Teamsters. 
Chauffeurs,    Stablemen   and   Helpers 

of  America   ^^ 

32  F.  Supp.  594 

Local  No.  807  of  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters.  Chauf- 
feurs,     Stablemen     &     Helpers     of 

America   433  44a 

111  F.  (2d)  684  (First  case) 
315  U.  S.  521 

Local  36  of  the  International   Fisher- 
men &  Allied  Workers  of  America..  869 
Local  Union  No.  99,  Sheet  Metal  Work- 
ers International  Association   519 

Local  Union  No.  46.  Wood,  Wire  & 
Metal  Lathers'  Int'l  Union.  521.  522.  523 

Lockwood  &  Wlnant  39g 

Long  Island  Sand  and  Gravel  Producers 

A*"*n   466.  527 

Louis  Blegler  Co..  Inc 236 

L.  S.  Eldrldge  &  Son.  Inc 792 

Ludowlcl-Celadon  Co 361.  362 

Lumber  Institute  of  Allegheny  County  498 
35  F.  Supp.  191 

Lumber  Products  Ass'n.  Inc 540 

33  F.  Supp,  544 
42  F.  Supp.  910 
144  F,  (2d)  546 
323  U.  S.  706 

325  U.  S.   1562,  65  S.   Ct    1562 
330  U.  S.  395 


MacAndrews  &  Forbes  Co 34 

149  Fed.  823 
149  Fed.  836 
212  U.  S.  585 

Machine  Corp.   320 

MacLeod  Bureau   847 

6  F.  R.  D.  590 

Magnaflux  Corp.   879 

Maine  Co-Operative  Sardine  Co.  . .     . .  329 

Maine  Food  Council.  Inc   666 

Manhattan  Laundries,  Inc 770 

ManvUle,   Johns    539 

67  F.  Supp.  291 

1  F.  R.  D.  548 

Maple  Flooring  Manufacturers'  Ass'n      274 
268  U.  S.  563 

Marble  Contractors'  Ass'n  500 

Market  Truckmen's  Ass'n   392 

Market  Truckmen's  Ass'n  of  N.  Y.  819 

Maryland  and  Virginia  Milk  Producers 
Ass'n         920 

Mason  Contractors'  Ass'n  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  504 

Masonlte  Corp 503 

40  F.  Supp.  852 
316  U.  S.  265 
316  U.  S.  713 

Massachusetts  Food  Council.  Inc. 6S3 

Master  Horseshoers'   National   Protect 
tlve  Ass'n   123 

Master  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  San  Fran- 
cisco    479 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Mather.  William  G 408 

McCaskey  Register  Co 134 

McCoach.  William   161 

McGlone    399.  405.  421 

19  F.  Supp.  285  (Third  case) 

Mead.  George  H 179.  192 

Medical  Society  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia      ^1 

(See  American  Medical  Ass'n) 

Mellen,  Charles  S 126 

Mercer.  Harry  R 380 

61  F.  (2d)  97 

Merck  &  Co..  Inc 784 

Metal    Workers     International    Ass'n. 

Sheet.   Local  Union  No.  99  519 

Metro-Gold  wyn-Mayer    Distributing 

Corp 336 

Metropolitan    Leather    and     Findings 

Ass'n   956 

Metropolitan  Meat  Co 26 

3  D.  Hawaii  110 

Meyers.    George   H 345 

Mlddlewest  Motor  Freight  Bureau  775 

Mid- West  Cement  Credit  &  Statistical 

Bureau    244 

Milk  for  Health.  Inc 927 

Milk  Haulers  and  Dairy  Workers  Union 

Local  916   840 

Miller.  Julius  F 114 

Miller,  Robert  E 225 

Millers  National  Federation 771 

Millinery  Quality  Guild.  Inc 386 

Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Co 71 

Mitchell,  Michael  W 314 

Mitchell  Brothers'  Co 280 

Monla  (See  American  Meat  Institute) . .  621 
317  U.  S.  424 

Monsanto  Chemical  Co 717 

Monterey  Sardine  Industries,  Inc..  617,  645 

Montrose   Lumber   Co,    (See   National 
Retail  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n) 600 

Moore,  F.  G 282 

7  F.  (2d)  734  (See  National  Mal- 
leable and  Steel  Casting  Co.) 

ICbore.  James  M 12 

85  Fed.  465 
Moore,  Walter   217.  218 

275  Fed.  992 

Morgan.  Henry  S.   907 

Morgan  Laundry  Service,  Inc 770 

Morgan  Trucking  Co.,  Arthur 484,  568 

Moi'rell  &  Co.,  John 673 

Mortgage  Conference  of  New  York 868 

Mosaic  Tile  Co.,  The 483.  536 

Motion  Picture  PatenU  Co 12i 

225  Fed.  800 

230  Fed.  541 

247  U.  S.  524 

Motion    Picture    Theatre    Owners    of 

Oklahoma    354 

Mountain  SUtes  Lumber  Dealers'  Ass'n  601 
40  F.  Supp.  460 

M.   Plowaty  &  Sons 182 

Mutual  Chemical  Co.  of  America 722 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

N 

Nash  (See  American  Naval  Stores  Co.) 
60.  106 

Nash  Brothers  187 

National  Acme  Co 882 

National  Ass'n  of  Master  Plumbers 181 

National  Ass'n  of  Real  Estate  Boards 

902,  903 

80  F.  Supp.  350  (Second  case) 
National  Ass'n  of  Retail  Druggists  .32.  697 
National  Ass'n  of  Window  Glass  Manu- 
facturers      269 

287  Fed.  228 
263  U.  S.  403 

National  Cash  Register  Co 100.  884 

23  F.  (2d)  352 
277  U.  S.  229 

National  Cheese  Institute.  Inc 693 

National  City  Lines  890.  891 

334  U.S.  573  (First  case) 
80  F.  Supp.  734 
7  F.  R.  D.  393 
7  F.  R.  D.  456 

National  Container  Ass'n 452.  516 

National  Dairy  Products  Corp 436 

National   Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n. 

Harbor  District  Chapter 492.  629 

33  F.  Supp.  978  (Sub  nom.  U.  S. 
v.  Heating  Piping  &  Air  Con- 
dltlng  Contractors  Ass'n  of 
Southern  Calif.)  (First  case) 

National  Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n, 

Santa  Barbara  County  Chapter.     499,  630 

33  F.  Supp.  978  (Sub  nom.  U.  S. 

V.  Heating  Piping  &  Air  Con- 

dltlng     Contractors     Ass'n     of 

Southern  (Tallf.)  (First  case) 

National  Enameling  &  Stamping  Co.      250 

National  Fertilizer  Ass'n.  Inc 588 

National  Food  Products  Corp 309 

National  Gum  &  Mica  Co 321 

National  Hat  Frame  Ass'n.  Inc 322 

National  Lead  Company 780.  802 

63  F.  Supp.  513  (Second  case) 
332  U.  S.  319 
National  Lumber  Manufacturers'  Ass'n  609 

National  Malleable  &  Steel  Castings  Co.  282 
6  F.  (2d)  40 
6  F.  (2d)  149 

6  F.  (2d)  156 

7  F.  (2d)  734 

10  F.  (2d)  212 

11  F.  (2d)  843 
11  F.  (2d)  845 
11  F.  (2d)  847 

National  Packing  Co 68,  69 

National    Peanut  Cleaners  &  Shellers 
Ass'n    294 

National    Photographic    Mount    Manu- 
facturers Ass'n    968 

National  Retail  Credit  Ass'n 390 

National  Retail  Lumber  Dealers'  Ass'n 

600.  677 

40  F.  Supp.  448  (First  case) 
124  F.  (2d)  573  (Sub  nom.  Montrose 
Lumber  Ck>.  v.  U.  S.) 


: 
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Name  of  Csm  Case  No. 

National    Retail    Monument    Dealers' 
Ass'n    ,8g 

National  Umbrella  Frame  Co 48 

National  Unit  Distributors.  Inc 768,  786 

National    Wholesale   Druggists'   Ass'n 

The ;  683 

61  F.  Supp.  590 

National  Wholesale  Jewelers'  Ass'n 149 

Needle     Trades     Workers'     Industrial 

Union    395 

10  F.  Supp.  201 
115  F.   (2d)  236 

Nelson,   Benjamin  F. 3 

52  Fed.  646 
201    U.    S.    92    (See  General   Paper 
Co.) 

Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co 388 

New  Departure  Manufacturing  Co 

---•. 107,  141 

195  Fed.  778 

204  Fed.  107 

New  England  Bakers  Ass'n 710 

New  England  Fish  Exchange  .    .  184 

258  Fed.  732 
292  Fed.  511 

New  Orleans  Chapter.  Associated  Gen- 
eral Contractors  of  America,  Inc 481 

New  Wrinkle,  Inc 945 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.,  The      795 
New  York  City  Retail  Dry  C>oods  Ass'n  772 

New  York  Coffee  &  Sugar  Exchange, 

^c 275 

263  U.  S.  611 
New  York  Electrical  Contractors'  Ass'n, 


Inc. 


513 


42  F.  Supp.  789 
New  York  Great  Atlantic  &  Paclllc  Tea 
Co.,   Inc.  746   793 

137  F.  (2d)  459  (First  case) 
320  U.  S.  783 
52  F.  Supp.  681 
54  F.  Supp.  257 
58  F.  Supp.  27i  (Second  case) 
67  F.  Supp.  626 

New    York.    New   Haven   &   Hartford 

Railroad  Co 61    isfi 

165  Fed.  742  '"* 

New  York  State  Pharmaceutical  Ass'n    765 
New  York  Trap  Rock  Corp.   953 

Nick.  John  P.,  and  Qyde  A.  Weiton      534 

122  F.  (2d)  660 

314  U.  S.  687,  715 

316  U.  S.  710 

Noland  Co.,  Inc. 3jq 

Nome  Retail  Grocerymen's  Ass'n. ... .     27 

Norcross   243 

Norma-Hoffman  Bearings  Cbrp. . ...   . .  867 

North  Coast  Transportation  Co 877 

7  F.  R.  D.  491 

8  F.  R.  D.  62 

North  Pacific  Wharves  &  Trading  Co. 

- 108.  110 

4  Alaska  552 
4  Alaska  583 

Northeast  Texas  Chapter 9i9 

Northern  Securities  Co. . .  19 

120  Fed.  721 
193  U.  S.  197 
Northwest  Shoe  Finders'  Credit  Bureau  324 


Name  of  Caao 
O 


OaMNo. 


O'Brien.    James    2^7 

290  Fed.  185  ' 

One  Hundred  and  Seventy-five  Cases  of 

Cigarettes    53 

One-Piece  Bifocal  Lens  Co. 299 

Optical    Wholesalers'    National    Ass'n 

Inc 


530 


Oregon  State  Medical  Society       ....     953 

Oregon  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n 291 

Ostrager  v.  New  Orleans  Chapter.  Ass'n 

General  Contractors  of  America 

481,  note 

Otis   Elevator  Co. 30 

Owens-Corning  Flberglas  Cbrp 904 

Owens-nilnols  Glass  Co ' 845 

Ox  Fibre  Brush  Co. 424 

Ozark  Canners  Ass'n,  Inc 759 

51  F.  Supp.  150 


Pacific  Sk  Arctic  Railway  Co. 109.  in 

4  Alaska  53O 
228  U.  S.  87 

4  Alaska  574 
Pacific  Coast  Plumbing  Supply  Ass'n      104 

Pacific  Greyhound  Lines 835 

Page,  F.  H 128 

Painters'  District  Council  No.  2 372 

Painters'  District  Council  No.  14  of  Chi- 
cago     349 

44  F.  (2d)  58 
284  U.  S.  582 

Palmer.  William  P.      88a,  88b,  88c.  88d.  88g 

Pan-American  Commission  Corp. ...       173 
261  Fed.  229 

Paramount  Famous  Lasky  Corp.  342 

34  F.    (2d)  984 
282  U.  S.  30 

Paramount   Pictures,   Inc 4U 

1  F.  R.  D.  100 
66  F.  Supp.  323 
70  F.  Supp.   53 
75  F.  Supp.  1002 
334  U.  S.  131 

Paris  Medicine  Co 190 

Parker  Rust  Proof  Co 760 

61  F.  Supp.  805 
Parks.  John  H. 52 

Party  Dress  Guild,  Inc 402 

Patent  Button  Co stfl 

Patten,  James  A. 75 

187  Fed.  664 

226  U.  S.  525 

Patterson,  John  H 6.  112 

55  Fed.  605 
59  Fed.  280 

201  Fed.  697 

205  Fed.  292 

222   Fed.  599 

238  U.  S.  635 

Payne,  Calvin  N 122 

Pearce,  J.  B 90 

People's  Ice  &  Fuel  Co.     .    . .  38 

Periodical  Clearing  House  80 

Permutit  Co.,  The 829 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Peters,  A.  J 249 

Philadelphia     Jobbing     Confectioners' 

Ass'n    124 

Philips    88f 

Phillips  Screw  Company 885 

Phoenix  Wholesale  Meat  &  Produce  C^.    4o 
95  Pac.  85  (Sub  nom.  Trlbolet  v. 
U.  S.) 

Plowaty  &  Sons.  M 182 

251  Fed.  375 

Pittsburgh-Erie  Saw  Company 367 

Pittsburgh  Tile  &  Mantel  Contractors' 

Ass'n 501 

Plumbing  and  Heating  Industries  Ad- 
ministrative Ass'n,  Inc 476 

Porcelain  Appliance  Corp 305 

Postal  Telegraph  &  Cable  Corp 427 

Poster  Advertisers  Ass'n 224 

Powell,  Ed   264 

Prince  Line,  Ltd 118 

220  Fed.  230 

242  U.  S.  537 

Procter  &  (3amble  Co.,  The 748 

Produce  Exchange  of  Los  Angeles 

631,  632.  739 

Protective  Fur  Dressers'  Corp 394 

88  F.   (2d)  625 
301  U.  S.  708 
Pullman  Co.,  The 546 

50  F.  Supp.  123 

53  F.  Supp.  908 

55  F.  Supp.  985 

64  F.  Supp.  108 

330  U.  S.  806 

331  U.  S.  865 

Purlngton.  D.  V 81 


Quaker  Oats  Co. 144 

232  Fed.  499 

253  U.  S.  499 
Quinine  E>erlvatlves,  383.340  Ounces  of.  341 


Radio  Corp.  of  America 371,  676 

3  F.  Supp.  23 
46  F.  Supp.  654 
318  U.  S.  796 

Rail  Joint  Co.,  The 788 

Railway    Employees'    Department    of 

A.  F.  of  L 261 

283  Fed.  479 
286  Fed.  228 
290  Fed.  978 
Railway  Express  Agency,  Inc 945 

Rand  Kardex  Bureau 316 

Ray,   E.  J 57,  58 

Reading  Co 47,  148 

183  Fed.  427 
226  U.  S.  324 
228  U.  S.  158 

226  Fed.  229  (Second  case) 
253  U.  S.  26 
273  Fed.  848 

259  U.    S.    156    (Continental   Insur- 
ance Co.  V.  U.  S.) 
295  Fed.  551 


Name  of  Case                  Case  No. 

Reardon  Co 961 

Reardon  &  Sons  Co.,  John 78 

191  Fed.  454 

Redwood  Lunch   Qub 594 

Reeves.  John  B.  and  Son 954 

ReUly 271 

6  F.  (2d)  188  (Vandell  v.  U.  S.) 

Republic  Steel  Corp 407,  964 

11  F.  Supp.  117  (First  case) 
Retail  Dry  Goods  Ass'n  of  New  York 

City    772 

Retail     Furniture    Dealers'     Ass'n     of 

Southern  California  .    704 

Retail  Lumbermen's  Ass'n 651 

R.  G.  Buser  Silk  Corp 781 

Rhode  Island  Food  Coimcll,  Inc. 674 

Richfield  Oil  Corp 893 

Richmond  Distributing  Corp 326 

Richmond  Mica  Corp 833 

Rintelen,  Franz 170 

233  Fed.  793 

235  Fed.  787 

260  Fed.  561  (Lamar  V.  U.  S.) 

250  U.  S.  673 

254  U.  S.  616 

Roche  V.  Evaporated  Milk  Ass'n 615 

Roche-Organon.  Inc 665 

Rockefeller.  William 163 

222  Fed.  534 

Roebllng 88c 

Rohm  &  Haas  Co.,  Inc 727.  962 

Rubber  Manufacturers  Ass'n,  Inc 897 


Safeway  Stores,  Inc.    757 

140  F.  (2d)  834 
51  F.  Supp.  448 

144  F.  (2d)  824  (Sub  nom.  Frank- 
fort Distilleries) 
323  U.  S.  768 

St.  Qalr,  Walter  G 185 

St.  Joseph  Stockyards  Co.  687,  703 

44  F.  Supp.  31  (First  case) 

St.  Louis  Dairy  Co 918 

77  F.  Supp.  853 
79  F.  Supp.   12 

Saint  Louis  Tile  Contractors*  Ass'n. 

526,  543 

San   Francisco    Electrical   Contractors' 

Ass'n,  Inc.    472.  502 

57  F.  Supp.  57 

San    Francslco   Hardwood   Floor  Con- 
tractors'   Ass'n    473 

San  Pedro  Fish  Exchange 640 

Santa    Barbara    Ck)unty    Chapter.    Na- 
tional Electrical  Contractors'  Ass'n  . 

499.  630 

33  F.  Supp.  978  (First  case) 

Santa  Rita  Store  Co 46 

16  N.  M.  3.  113  Pac.  620 

Sardines,  5.898  (3ases  of  373 

Scherlng  C^rp 662,  664,  667 
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Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Index  to  Cases  by  Name 


383 


Name  of  Cm«  Cam  No. 

Schlne  Chain  Theatres.  Inc.     .   .  451 

31  F.  Supp.  270 

1  F.  R.  D.  205 

2  F.  R.  D.  425 
4  F.  R.  D.  108 
4  F.  R.  D.  109 

63  F.  Supp.  229 
334  U.  S.   110 

Schmidt  Lithograph  Co 64«,  735 

Schmltz.  Dietrich  A.    672 

Schrader's  Son.  Inc.,  A.   200  260 

264  Fed.  175 
252  U.  S.  85 

Scophony  Corp.  of  America 837 

69  F.  Supp.  666 
333  U.  S.   795 

Scovlll  Manufacturing  Co 863 

Seattle  Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n. . 

917,  958 

Seattle  Fish  Exchange.  Inc 605.  740 

Seattle  Produce  Ass'n  289 

Sheet  Metal  Ass'n.  Inc 471.  490 

Sheet     Metal     Workers     International 
Ass'n.  Local  Union  No.  99 519 

Sheffield  Farms  Co..  Inc 608 

43  F.  Supp.  1 

Sherwln-Wllllams  Co..   The    931 

Sherwood.   Floyd  M 711 

Shreve.  Treat  A  Eacret  312 

Slelcken,  Herman 117 

Simmons.  Charles  L.  55 

Simpson.  William  A 17a 

Slrrlne,  Joseph  E.   4^0 

Slsal  Sales  Corp 290 

274  U.  S.  268  

SKF  Industries.  Inc 866 

Smith.   Philip  H.  W 88e 

Smith.  W.  Hamilton  230 

2  F.   (2d)  925  (U.  S.  v.  GrlfBths) 
Smoot  Sand  &  Gravel  Corporation.  The  565 

Socony-Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  Inc. 416.  420 

(See  also  Standard  Oil  Co.  of  In- 
diana) 

Solvay  Process  Co.    715 

Soule  Steel  Co..  Femald  Company  &. .  333 

Southeastern  Underwriters  Ass'n  744 

51  F.  Supp.  712 

322  U.  S.  533 

323  U.  S.  811 

Southern  California  Gas  Co. 596,  705 

Southern  California  Marble  Ass'n    493.  567 
Southern  California  Wholesale  Grocers' 

Ass'n    283 

7  F.  (2d)  944 

Southern  Hardware  Jobbers'  Ass'n 315 

Southern  Pacific  Co 153 

239  Fed.  998 

259  U.  S.  214 

290  Fed.  443 

Southern  Pine  Ass'n  227,  494.  495 

Southern  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n.    .       72 
207  Fed.  434 

Southwestern  Woodwork  Ass'n  595 

Sperry  Corp.,  The  733 


Nftme  of  Cm6  Case  No. 

Spokane    Fuel    Dealers    Credit    Ass'n 

Inc •     yj 

55  F.  Supp.  387  '* 

Stafford  Manufacturing  Co 5^ 

Standard  Coat.  Apron  &  Linen  Service. 

^"<^     769 

Standard  Oil  Co.  of  California 369  883 

7  F.  R.  D.  338  (Second  case) 
78  F.  Supp.  850 

Standard  Oil  Co.  of  Indiana       288.  415.  419 
33  F.  (2d)  617  (First  case) 
283  U.  S.  163 

23  F.  Supp.  937  (Third  case) 

24  F.  Supp.  575 

105  F.  (2d)  809  (sub  nom.  Socony 

Vacuum  Oil  Co..  Inc.) 
310  U.    S.    150    (sub   nom.    Socony 

Vacuum  OH  Co..  Inc.) 
310  U.    S.    658    (sub   nom.    Socony 

Vacuum  Oil  Co..  Inc.) 
(See    101    F.    (2d)    870    (Ex    Parte 
U.    S.)    308   U.   S.    519    (U.   S.    v. 
Stone) 

Standard  Oil  Co.  of  New  Jersey 


.76,  79 


•----; 41,695,696 

152  Fed.  295  (First  case) 
173  Fed.  177 
221  U.  S.  1 
47  F.  (2d)  288 

Standard  Register  Co 864 

7  F.  R.  D.  287 

Standard  Sanitary  Manufacturing  Co. 

191  Fed.  172  (First  case) 
226  U.  S.  20 

187  Fed.  229  (Second  case) 
187  Fed.  232 

Standard  Wood  Co 94 

Steers.  John  S.    u 

192  Fed.  1 

Stevenson.  Jordan  and  Harrison.  Inc . .  549 

Stlefvater,  Joseph  59 

Stone    419.  note 

308  U.  S.  519  (See  Standard  Oil  Co. 
of  Indiana) 

Sugar  Institute  379 

15  F.  Supp.  817.  907 
297  U.  S.  553 

16  F.  Supp.  896 

Sumatra  Purchasing  Corp 203,  213 

Swift  A  Company    20.  211.  660.  690,  736.  774 
122  Fed.  529  (First  case) 
196  U.  S.  375 

299  Fed.  908  (Second  case) 
276  U.S.  311 
279  U.  S.  553 
286  U.  S.  106 

46  F.  Supp.  848  (Fourth  case) 
318  U.  S.  442 
135  F.  (2d)  745 
52  F.  Supp.  476  (Sixth  case) 

Swift,  Louis  F.   77 

186  Fed.  1002 
188  Fed.  92 

Swiss  Bank  Corp.,  The  668 

Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp.  459.  639 


Name  of  Caoo  Case  No. 

T 

Tanners  Products  Co 30o 

Tannin  Corp..  The 745,  787 

Tarpon  Springs  Sponge  Exchange  .766,  880 
142  Fed.  (2d)  125 

Teamsters.  Chauffeurs.  Stablemen,  and 
Helpers  of  America.  International 
Brotherhood  of.   Local  807     433,  448 

118  F.  (2d)  684  (First  case) 

315  U.  S.  521 

Teamsters.  International  Brotherhood 
of.  Local  No.  202  393.  412 

Technicolor.  Inc 898 

Telecoin  Corp.  and  Bendlx  Home  Ap- 
pliance. Inc 881 

Tennessee  Retail  Grocers  Ass'n 658,  701 

Terminal  Railroad  Ass'n    28.  140 

148  Fed.  486  (First  case) 

154  Fed.  268 

215  U.  S.  595 

224  U.  S.  383 

197  Fed.  446 

226  U.  S.  420  (Ex  parte  United 

States  petitioner) 
236  U.  S.  194 
266  U.  S.  17 

Terrell    Sb 

51  Fed.  213 

Textile  Machine  Works 905 

Textile  Reflnlshers'  Ass'n.  Inc.  414 

Thompson.  Robert  M.   146 

383.340  Ounces  of  Quinine  Derivatives. .  S4i 

Tile  Contractors'  Ass'n  of  America. 
Inc..  The   533 

Tile  Manufacturers'  Credit  Ass'n 248 

Tlmken-Detroit  Axle  Co 842 

Timken  Roller  Bearing  Co 865 

Towel  Supply  Ass'n  of  Greater  New 
York.    Inc 756.777 

Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass'n 2 

53  Fed.  440 

58  Fed.  58 

166  U.  S.  290 

Trenton  Potteries  Co 259 

300  Fed.  550 
266  U.  S.  597 
273  U.  S.  392 

Trlbolet  v.  United  States  (See  Phoenix 
Wholesale  Meat  &  Produce) 

Truck  Drivers  Local  No.  421,  Interna- 
tional Brotherhood  of  Teamster, 
Chauffeurs.  Warehousemen  &  Helpers 
of  America  (See  Beatrice  Creamery 
Co.) 


U 

Uhlemann  Optical  Co.  of  111 924 

Underwood  Elliott  Fisher  Co 450,  517 

Union  Carbide  and  Carbon  Corp. . .  852,  940 

Union  Hardware  A  Metal  Co 686 

Union  Pacific  Coal  Co 54 

173  Fed.  737 

Union  Pacific  Produce  Co 387 


Name  of  Case  Case  No. 

Union  Pacific  Railroad  C>) 56 

188  Fed.  102 
226  U.  S.  61 

226  U.  S.  470 

Union   Painters   Administrative  Ass'n. 
Inc 477 

United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and 

Joiners  of  America,  The  487 

313  U.  S.  219 

United  Gas  Improvement  Co 252,  258 

United  Sea  Food  Workers  Union 397 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Co 101 

222  Fed.  349 
247  U.  S.  32 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Co.  of  New  Jer- 
sey       130 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Ctorp 169,  912 

227  Fed.  507  (First  case) 
232  Fed.  1023 

234  Fed.  127 
264  Fed.  138 
258  U.  S.  451 

United  States,  Ex  Parte  28 

226  U.  S.  420 
266  U.  S.  17 

United  States  Alkali  Export  Ass'n,  Inc.  796 
58  F.  Supp.  785 
325  U.  S.  196 
7  F.  R.  D.  254 

United  States  Gypsum  Co 541.  548 

37  F.  Supp.  398 

51  F.  Supp.  613  (Second  case) 

53  F.  Supp.  889 
67  F.  Supp.  397 

333  U.  S.  364 

United  States  Machine  Corp 820 

United  States  Pipe  and  Foundry  Co 906 

United  States  Rubber  Co 967 

United  States  Steel  Corp 98 

223  Fed.  55 
240  U.  S.  442 
251  U.  S.  417 

United  Theatres,  Inc 384 

Universal  Carloading  and  Distributing 
Co 939 

Universal  Fastening  and  Button  Co. . . .  862 

Universal  Milk  Bottle  Service,  Inc 947 

Unlvls  Lens  Company.  Inc..  The 558 

37  F.  Supp.  459 

41  F.  Supp.  258 
316  U.  S.  241 

Utah-Idaho  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n . .  285 

Utah  Products  Ass'n 643 

Utah  Wholesale  Grocery  Co 702 

V 

Vandell  (See  RelUy)   271 

Vehicular  Parking,  Ltd.   724 

52  F.  Supp.  749 
52  F.  Supp.  751 

54  F.  Supp.  828 
56  F.  Supp.  297 
61  F.  Supp.  656 
74  F.  Supp.  4 

Victor  C^hemlcal  Works  719 

Victor  Talking  Machine  Co 198 
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Federal  Antitrust  Laws 


Nmme  of  Cam  CaM  No. 

Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co 33 

163  Fed.  66 

Virginia-Carolina  Clays.  Inc 6Sl 

Voluntary  Code  of  the  Heating.  Piping 
and  Air  Conditioning  Industry  for 
Allegheny  County.  Pennsylvania 468 


Wall  Paper  Institute,  The 928.  929 

Wallace.  Arthur  W.  340 

Wallace  &  Tiernan  Co.  Inc.     .   875.  876.  894 
76  F.  Supp.  215  (First  case) 

Walling  V.  Jacksonville  Paper  Co. 699 

318  U.   S.   795   (See  French  Bauer. 
Inc.) 

Waltham  Watch  Company 655 

47  F.  Supp.  524 

Ward  Food  Products  Corp 308 

Warner  Brothers  Pictures.   Inc.   

366.  406,  411,  413 
13  F.  Supp.  614  (Third  case) 
298  U.  S.  643 

Washington  Brewer's  Institute   606 

137  F.  (2d)  964 
320  U.  S.  776 

Washington  Culvert  and  Pipe  Co 830 

Washington  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n  .   723 
Washington      Wholesale     Tobacco     St 
Candy  Distributors,  Inc. 607,  730 

Wayne  Pump  Company,   The.  .583,  584,  761 
44  F.  Supp.  949 
317  U.  S.  200 

W.   C.  Bell  Services,  Inc 602,  652 

Webster,  William  M.   I88 

Weiner,    Joseph 391 

73  F.  (2d)  1001 

11  F.  Supp.  195  (United  States  ex 

rel.  Weiner  v.  Hill) 
84  F.  (2d)  27 
300  U.  S.  105 

Wellington-Sears  Company.  Inc 550 

Weltzlen,  Julius  A  Scherlng  Corp 664 

West  Coast  Lumbermen's  Ass'n ....  563,  603 

West  Coast  Theatres,  Inc 351,  363,  376 

Western  Ass'n  of  Railway  Executives, 

Ass'n  of  American  Railroads.  The 803 

Western  (Cantaloupe  Exchange 159,  204 

Western  Electric  Co..  Inc 971 

Western  Pennsylvania  Sand  and  Gravel 
Ass'n    496 

Western  Pine  Ass'n  561,  586 

Western  Pine  Manufacturers'  Ass'n  . .  276 

Western  Precipitation  Co 831 

Western  Union  Telegraph  Co 428 

53  F.  Supp.  377 


Name  of  Cam  Omo  N©. 

Western  Washington  Wholesale  Grocers' 
A"'n      587.  723 

Westlnghouse  Electric  and  Manufacture 
^S  Co 8,8 

Westlnghouse  Electric  Supply  Co 597 

Weston.  Qyde  A.  and  John  P.  Nick. . .  534 
122  F.  (2d)  660 
314  U.  S.  687.  715 
316  U.  S.  710 

Wet  Ground  Mica  Ass'n  833 

Wheeler-Osgood  Co 287 

Wheeling  Tile  Co 4^7 

White,  JohnP 142.151 

White  Cap  Company 843 

White  Haines  Optical  Co..  The  923 

Whitehead  Brothers  Co.  678 

Whiting.  Isaac 86 

212  Fed.  466 

Wholesale  Tobacco  Dealers  Bureau  of 

Southern   California   625 

Wholesale  Wastepaper  Co 570.  688 

Wickwire  Spencer  Steel  Corp. 255 

William  S.  Gray  A  (Co. 797,  804 

59  F.  Supp.  665  (Second  case) 

Williams.  J.  E 263 

295  Fed.  302 
265  U.  S.  591 

Wilson  &  Company.  Inc 627 

Wine.   Liquor  and  Distillery  Workers' 

Union,   Local  No.   20244 445,  463 

Wlnslow.  Sidney  W 95 

195  Fed.  578 

227  U.  S.  202  (See  United  Shoe  Ma- 
chinery Co.) 

Wisconsin  Alumni  Research  Foundation 

v.  Rene  Douglas  762.  note 

Wisconsin  Cheese  Exchange   694 

Women's      Sportwear      Manufacturers 

Ass'n   (Boston)    827 

75  F.  Supp.  112 

Wood.  Wire  and  Metal  Lathers'  Inter- 
national Union.  Local  No.  46 

521,  522,  523 
Wool  Institute,    Inc 375 

Workingmen's  Amalgamated  Coimcll..      7 
54  Fed.  994 
57  Fed.  85 

W.  P.  Fuller  A  Co SOS 


Yellow  Cab  Co 

69  F.  Supp.  170 
332  U.  S.  218 
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INDEX  TO  CASES  BY  SUBJEa  AAAHER  AND  COAAMODITY 
Oises  Instituted  by  the  United  States  Under  the  Antitrust  Laws 


Case  No. 


Abrasives: 

Abr£islve  Grain  Ass'n  913 

Grinding  Wheel  Manufacturers  Ass'n  889 

Adds.    Bee  Chemicals. 

Aerylie  products.    See  Plastics. 

Adding  machines: 
Burroughs  Adding  Machine  Co 138 

Adhesives : 
National  Gum  &  Mica  Co 321 

Advertising,  newspaper: 

Chattanooga  News-Free  Press  Co 535 

Retail  Dry  Goods  Ass'n .  772 

Advertising,  outdoor: 

Associated  Bill  Posters 120 

Foster  &  Klelser  Co. 370 

General  Outdoor  Advertising  Co 346 

Poster  Advertisers  Ass'n  224 

Advertising,  radio.  See  Radio. 

Air-conditionliig    material    and    eqnip- 
meat: 

Aerofln  Corp. 767 

American  Air  Filter  Co.,  Inc. ...715,  773 

Auditorium  Conditioning  Corp 782 

Heating.    Piping   and  Air  Condition- 
ing Contractors  Ass'n  of  Southern 

California   486,  628 

Sheet  Metal  Ass'n,  Inc 471,  490 

Aircraft  aceessories  and  instrnments: 

American  Bosch  Corp 750 

Bendlx  Aviation  Corp 743 

Wellington-Sears  C:o.,  Inc 550 

Airlines: 
Inter-Island    Steam    Navigation    Co. 
Ltd 969 

Alkalis: 

United  States  Alkali    Export  Ass'n, 
Inc 796 

Alloys,  dental: 
Consolidated  Car-Heating  Co.,  Inc..  838 

Alloys,  hard  metal: 

Climax  Molybdenum  Co 729 

General  Electric  Co 650 

Alaminnm: 

Aluminum  Co.  of  America 

I16,  423,   580,   581 

Ammonia: 

E.  I.  duPont  de  Nemours  and  Co 458 

Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp. . .  459 

Ammonition: 

Imperial  ChenUcal  Industries,  Ltd. . .  789 
Antl-f  ree«e : 

Gray  &  Co.,  William  S 797,  804 


Case  No. 

Apparel,  women's: 

Affiliated    Ladies    Apparel    Carriers 

Ass'n    of   the   Eastern    Area,    Inc. 

812,  823 

Cloak  and  Suit  Trucking  Ass'n,  Inc. 

813.     824 

Dress  Creators  League  of  America, 

Inc 401 

Half-Size  Dress  Guild.  Inc. 403 

Party  Dress  Guild.  Inc 402 

Women's   Sportswear   Manufacturers 

Ass'n 827 

Artichokes : 

Union  Pacific  Produce  Co 387 

Asbestos: 

Asbestos  Corporation,  Ltd 335 

National     Retail     Lumber     Dealers 
Ass'n    677 

Asphalt: 

American  Coal  Products 139 

Asphalt  Shingle  &  Roofing  Institute. .  377 

Evans,  Hiram  W.   532 

National  Retail  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n  677 

Aspirin : 
Albany  Chemical  Co 221 

Aatomobile  accessories  and  equipment: 

American  Bosch  Corp 750 

American  Chain  Co 278 

Brake   Lining   Manufacturers   Ass'n. 

Inc.  899.  900,  901 

Chrysler  Ass'n  Parts  Wholesalers...  970 

Discher   193 

Kearney  &  Tredcer  Corp 635 

Klaxon  Horn  Co.   206 

National    City    Lines    Inc 890,  891 

Richfield    Oil    Corp 893 

Rubber  Manufacturers  Ass'n,  Inc.   . .  897 

Schrader's  Son    200,  260 

Standard  Oil  Co.   (Calif.) 883 

Timken-Detroit  Axle  Co 842 

Webster    188 

Antomobiles: 

Chrysler  Corp 430.  438 

Chrysler  Corp.    v.   Homers   S.    Cum- 

mlngs   430.  note 

Ford  Motor  Co 431,  439 

General  Motors  Corp 432,  566 

Axles: 
Timken-Detroit  Axle  Co 842 


Bag,  valve: 

Bates  Valve  Corp 355 

Bags,  mesh: 

Bemis  Bro.  Bag  Co 738 

Bags,  paper: 

Kraft  Paper  Ass'n  449 

Baking  products.    See  Bread. 
Ball  bearings.   See  Bearings. 


w 
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C»seNo. 
Banlcini^.      See    Investment    Banking, 
Mortgage  Loans. 

Barber  snpplies: 

Barbers'  Supply  Dealers  Ass'n     2H 

Bars,  reenforcinK : 

Wood,  Wire  &  Metal  Lathers*  Inter- 
national Union  Local  No.  46 . . .  522,  523 

Bathroom  cabinets: 

Glaziers  Local  No.  27  of  Chicago  359 

Meyers    345 

Bathtubs : 
Standard  Sanitary  Manufacturer  Co. 

Trenton  Potteries  Co    ..............    '259 

Batteries,  electrie  storage: 
Electric  Storage  Battery  Co.,  The        821 
Electrical  Apparatus  Export  Ass'n     .  834 

Battery  separators: 

Battery     Separator     Manufacturers* 
-^ss'n    518   ^3 

Bearinirs: 

General  Motors  Corp.  941 

Norma-Hoffman  Bearings  Corp. .  867 

Tlmken  Roller  Bearings  Co.  865 

SKF  Industries.  Inc 866 

Beer: 

Hawaii   Brewing  Corp.,  Ltd 429 

Hutcheson.  William  L 452 

Washington  Brewers  Institute,  The.  606 

Bentonite : 

American  Colloid  Co.   552 

Whitehead  Brothers  Co '.'.'..'.  678 

Bicycle  parts: 

New  Departure  Manufacturing  Co. 
107.  141 

Bill  posting.  See  Advertising,  outdoor 

Binder  twine.  See  Sisal. 

Blsclfboards : 

Albion  Vein  Slate  Co 579 

Beclcley-Cardy  Co 610 

Blasting  supplies.  See  Explosives. 

Bolts: 

Bolt,    Nut    A    Rivet    Manufacturers 

Ass'n    378 

Book  cloth: 

Interlaken  Mills    197 

Borax : 

Borax  Consolidated.  Ltd.  806.  807 

Bottles.    See  Containers,  glass. 
Brake  linings: 

Brake  Lining  Mlanufbcturers  Ast'n, 

Inc-   899,  900,  901 

Braking  systems: 

Bendix  Aviation  Corp 910 

New  Departure  Manufacturing  Co. 

107,  141 

Brass  fittings: 

Brtggs  Manufactutlng  Co.  952 

Schradar's  Son  200.  260 


Bread: 


Case  No. 


Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc.  .  6S4 

Freihofer  Baking  Co.     . .  572    573 

Great  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Tea  Co  ' 

The  ••  gj. 

Maine  Food  Council,   Inc. ...  ^^ 
Massachusetts  Food  Council,  Inc.        6S3 

New  England  Bakers  Ast'n  710 

St.  aalr,  Walter  G.  JJJ 

Ward  Food  Products  Corp 308 

Brick: 

Alphons  Custodls  Chimney  Construc- 
tion Co.  207 

American  Refractories  Institute  622 

Bricklayers'    Masons'    A    Plasterers' 

International  Union  251 

Harbison-Walker  Refractortct  Co.       574 
Purington    ^J 

Broadcasting.    See  Radio. 
Brushes : 

Ox  Fibre  Brush  Co. 434 

Building  construction: 
Local  Union  No.  639  of  International 
Brotherhood  Teamsters.  Chauffeurs 
Stablemen  A  Helpers  of  America. .  460 
Building  material: 

See  also  Asbestos.  Brick,  Cabinets, 
Carpenters,  Cast  stone.  Cement. 
Chimneys,  Concrete  binder. 
Enamel  ware.  Glass.  Gypsum, 
Hardware,  Hardwood  flooring. 
Heating  equipment,  Insulating 
material.  Insulators,  Lath,  Lin- 
seed Oil.  Lumber.  Masonry.  Mar- 
ble. Mlllwork,  Painting  materials. 
Pipe.  Plaster,  Plumbing  supplies. 
Pottery,  Roofing.  Sand.  Sheet 
metal.  Stone,  Terra  cotta.  Tile, 
and  Wire. 
Building    and    Construction    Trades 

Council  of  New  Orleans 482 

Excavators  Administrative  Ass'n.  Inc.  478 
Industrial  Ass'n  of  San  Francisco         277 

Masonlte  Corporation 503 

National  Retail  Lumber  Ass'n  600 

New  Orleans  Chapter,  Associated 
General  Contractors  of  America, 
Inc 481 

Bumpers: 

American  Chain  Cb 271 

Discher     193 

Busses,  motor: 

National  City  Lines.  Inc 890.  891 

Butter : 

Chicago  Butter  A  Egg  Board  74 

Elgin  Board  of  Trade  125 
Local   No.    202   of  the   International 

Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  etc.  412 

Produce  Exchange  of  Los  Angeles  632 

Buttons : 

Button  Export  A  Trading  Corp 201 

Patent  Button  Co.    861 

Scovlli  Manufacturing  Co 863 

Universal  Fastening  and  Button  Co.  862 


Cabinets,  bathroom: 
Glaziers  Local  No.   207  of  Chicago, 

etc.    .        359 

Meyen    345 


Case  No. 
Cabinets,  filing: 

Rand  Kardex  Bureau  316 

Cabinets,  kitchen: 

B.  Goedde  A  Company 562 

Painters'  District  Council  No.  2  etc..  372 
Painters'  District  Council  No.   14  of 

Chicago    349 

Wallace        340 

Cabinets,  radio: 
Brown   298 

Cable,  high  tension: 
General  Cable  Corp 886 

Cables,  electrie  > 
Palmer,  William  P.  88,  88a,  88b,  88d,  88g 

Philips.  Frank  N 88f 

Smith,  Philip  H.  W. 88e 

Calks,  horseshoe: 
Master  Horseshoers'  National  Protec- 
tive Ass'n  123 

Candy.    See  Confectionery. 
Candy  sticks: 

Imperial  Wood  Stick  Company,  Inc.  446 
Cans.   See  Containers,  metal  and  fibre. 
Cantaloupes: 

Western  Cantaloupe  Exchange. .  .159,  204 
Capital  stock.  See  Corporate  securities. 
Caps,  glass  container: 

White  Cap  Company 848 

Carbon  Dioxide: 

Liquid  Carbonic  Corp 930 

Carpenters : 

Andrews  Lumber  A  MIU  Co 223,  240 

Carpets.  Se«  Rugs. 
Cartels: 

^i^^rP^^^  ^° 856.857 

Alba  Pharmaceutical  Co.,  Inc 636,  637 

Alkali  Export  Ass'n.  Inc.   796 

Allegheny  L'.ulum  Steel  Corp.. .  810,  815 
Allied  Chemical  A  Dye  Corp.   

^,   •  •,  455,  613,  706 

Aluminum  Co.  of  America 

116,  423,  580,  698 

American  Bosch  Corp 750 

American  Lecithin  Co.  850 

American  Magnesium  Corp. 581 

American   Potash  A  Chemical  Corp. 

■     _,     444,  525 

American  Society  of  Composers,  Au- 
thors &  Publishers   896 

Bausch  A  Lomb  Optical  Corp. 

_  509,  544.  559,  560 

Bayer  CO.,  Inc.,  The 638 

Bendix  Aviation  Corp.   743,  910 

Borax  Consolidated,  Ltd.  806,  807 

Catalin  Corporation  of  America    843,  844 

Chilean  Nitrate  Sales  Corp 457 

Climax  Molybdenum  Co 729 

Coming  Glass  Works   551 

Crown  Zellerbach  Corp.     447 

DeBeers  Consolidated  Mines,  Ltd. ...  816 

Decea  Records  Inc. 937 

Diamond  Match  Co.,  The 798 

Dow  Chemical  Co..  The 582 

E.  I.  duPont  de  Nemours  &  Co. 
«,_,_.-,  51,458,  712.  728,911 

wectric  Storage  Battery  Co..  The  .821 
Electrical  Apparatus  Export  Ass'n  . .  834 

*  ar  East  Conference  938 

wesUl  Land,  Timber  A  Railways. 

Ltd.,  The  787 

General  Aniline  A  Film  Corp 671 
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Case  No. 

Cartels — continued 

General  Cable  Corp 886 

General  Dyestuff  Corp 67o 

General  Electric  Co 

82,  281,  553,  575,  650,  747^  814 
Harbison-Walker  Refractories  Co...     574 

Hart-Carter  Co..   The 805 

Imperial  Chemical  Industries,  Ltd.      789 
International  Nickel  Co.   of  Canada. 

Ltd 849 

Llquldometer  Corp.,  The  839 

Merck  A  Co.,  Inc.     784 

Mutual  Chemical  Co.  of  America. ...  722 

National  Acme  Co 882 

National  Lead  Co 780.  802 

Norma-Hoffman  Bearings  Corp. 867 

Owens-Corning  Fiberglas  Corp 904 

Permutit.  The  829 

Phillips  Screw  Co.       885 

Rohm  &  Haas  Co.,  Inc., 727.  962 

Scherlng  Corp.     552,  667 

Schmltz.  Dietrich  A 672 

Scophony  Corp.  of  America 837 

SKF  Industries,   Inc 866 

Sperry  Corp.,  The       733 

Standard  Oil  Co.   (New  Jersey).  695,  696 
Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp 

459,  639 

Tannin  Corp. 745 

Tannin  Products  Export  Corp 787 

Tlmken  Roller  Bearing  Co 865 

United  States   Alkali   Export  Ass'n, 

Inc.     796 

United  States  Pipe  and  Foundry  Co. .  906 

United  States  Rubber  Co 967 

Westlnghouse  Electric  Manufacturing 

Co 818 

Cases.  See  Clock  Cases. 

Cash  registers: 

McCaskey  Register  Co. 134 

National  Cash  Register  Co 100,  884 

John  H.  Patterson 6,  112 

Castings : 

National  Malleable  A  Steel  Castings 
Co.    282 

Cast  stone: 

Journeymen  Stone  Cutters  Ass'n 323 

Mitchell      314 

Cedar  poles: 
Llndsley  Bros.  Co 293 

Cellophane: 
E.  I.  duPont  de  Nemours  &  Co.,  Inc.     911 

Cement : 

Alpha  Portland  Cement  Co 229 

Atlas  Portland  Cement  Co 206,  238 

Cement  Institute     826 

Cement     Manufacturers      Protective 

Ass'n      237 

Cement  Securities  Co 247 

Cowell   172 

Ideal  Cement  Co 599,  684 

Lehigh  Portland  Cement  Co 253 

Mid-West  Cement  Credit  A  Statistical 

Bureau       244 

National      Retail     Lumber     Dealers 

Ass'n   600,  677 

Norcross     243 

Cereals : 

Kellogg  Toasted  Com  Flake  Co 127 

Quaker  Oats  Co 144 

Chairs: 
Baker    297 


t\ 
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Cam  No. 

Charcoal : 

Miller    114 

Ctaeeoe: 

See  also  Dairy  products. 

Great  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Tea  Co., 

The     642 

Kraft  Cheese  Co.  626,  641 

National  Cheese  Institute,  Inc 693 

Wisconsin  Cheese  Exchange 694 

Chemicals : 
American   Potash  A  Chemical  Corp. 

444,  525 

Borax  Consolidated,  Ltd.  806,  807 

Deutsches  Kalisyndikat  Gesellschalt.  325 
E.  I.  duPont  de  Nemours  &  Co 

718,  720,  721 

General  Chemical  Co 785 

General  Dyestufl  Corp 670 

Gray  &  Co..  William  S 797,  804 

Imperial  Chemical  Industries,  Ltd. . .  789 

Merck  &  Co.,  Inc 784 

Monsanto  Chemical  Co. 717 

Mutual  Chemical  Co.  of  America.  .    .  722 

National  Lead  Co 780,  802 

Parker  Rust  Proof  Co 760 

Solvay  Process  Co.   716 

Standard  Oil  Co.  (N.  J.) 695.  696 

United    States   Alkali   Export  Ass'n, 

Inc.     796 

Victor  Chemical  Works  719 

Wallace  &  Tlernan  Co.,  Inc 875, 

876,  894 

Chimneys : 

Alphons  Custodls  Chimney  Corp.  Co. .  207 

China : 

National  Unit  Distributors,  Inc. . .  768,  786 

Chlorinating  equipment : 

Wallace  &  Tiernan  Co.,  Inc 875, 

876.  894 

Chlorine  eomponnds: 

Wallace  &  Tiernan  Co.,  Inc 875. 

876,  894 

Cinchona  bark.   Bee  Quinine. 

Citrns  frait: 
California   Fruit   Growers   Exchange 
669,  742 

Clay,  moldinir: 

American  Colloid  Co 552 

Whitehead  Brothers  Co. 678 

Clay,  structural: 
Virginia-Carolina  Clays.  Inc 681 

Cleaners  and  dyers: 

Allied  Cleaners  &  Dyers  of  Seattle  .  .  327 
Atlantic  Cleaners  &  Dyers,  Inc. 358 

Clock  cases: 

Brown    298 

Closing  machinery,  glass: 

Owens-Illlnols  Glass  Co. 845 

White  Cap  Co.  848 

Cloth.    Bee  Textiles. 

Clothes  wringers: 

American  Wringer  Co. 156 

Clatch  facings: 
Brake  Linings  Manufacturers  Ass'n., 
Inc 899,  900 

Coal: 
Aileen  Coal  Co.  175 

Algoma  Coal  it  Coke  Co 176 

Appalachfan   Coals,   Inc.  383 

fiaker-Whlteler  Coal  Co 177 


Case  No. 

Coal — continued 

Chesapeake  &  Ohio  Fuel  Co ig 

Coal  Dealers'  Ass'n  i; 

Glen  Alden  Coal  Co 751 

Gramllch    417 

Greater  Kansas  City  Retail  Coal  Mer- 
chants Ass'n 96S 

Hayes    152 

Jelllco  Mountain  Coal  A  Coke  Co 1 

Jones   228 

Lackawanna  Railroad  Co 133 

Lake  Shore  Railway  Co. 91 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co 154 

MacLeod  Bureau   847 

Moore    12 

North  Pacific  Wharves  ic  Trading  Co. 

108,  110 

Powell   264 

Reading  Company 47,  148 

Smith     230 

Spokane  Fuel  Dealers  Credit  Ass'n, 

Inc 783 

Terminal  Railroad  Ass'n  28,  140 

Union  Pacific  Coal  Co 54 

White  142,  151 

Coal-cutting  machinery: 
Jeffrey  Manufacturing  Co 286 

Coal-tar  products: 

American  Coal  Products  Co 139 

Coffee: 

New  York  Great  Atlantic  A  Pacific 

Tea  Co.,  Inc,  The  793 

Slelcken    117 

CoUs,  encased: 

Aerofln  Corp 767 

Coke 

Eastern  Gas  A  Fuel  Ass'n 794 

Color  cinematography: 

Technicolor,  Inc 898 

Concrete : 
Wood.  Wire  &  Metal  Lathers'  Inter- 
national Union  Local  No.  46 . . .  522.  523 

Concrete  binder: 

Ironite  Company  199,  209 

Concrete  mixers: 

Carrozzo,  Michael  538 

Condensers: 

General  Instrument  Corp 853,  855 

Cones,  Ice  cream : 

American  Cone  &  Wafer  Co 202 

Confectionery: 

Baumgartner    331 

Candy  Supply  Co 344 

Chicago   Association   of   Candy   Job- 
bers    334 

Columbus  Confectioners'  Ass'n 330 

Confectioners'  Club  of  Baltimore  .. .  350 

Evansville  Confectioners'  Ass'n 360 

MacAndrews  A  Forbes  Co.  34 

Philadelphia   Jobbing  Confectioners' 

Ass'n  124 

Richmond  Distributing  Corp.  326 

Wholesale  Tobacco  Dealers  Bureau  of 
Southern  California  62i 

Container  seating  machinery i 

American  Can  Co.  97Q 

Cnnflnental  Can  Oot   *'• 

White  Cap  ComtHAy. .......  8^(1 


Case  No. 

Containers,  glass: 

Hartford-Empire    Co 469 

Qwens-Illlnols  Glass  Co 845 

Universal  Milk  Bottle  Service  Inc 947 

Containers,  metal  and  fibre: 

American  Can  Co 150.  851,  870 

Bruce's  Juices  v.  American  Can  Co. 

851,  note 

Continental  Can  Co 871 

National  Container  Ass'n 452,  516 

Converters,  cloth: 

Barnard  &  Co 347 

Com  flakes: 

Kellogg  Toasted  Com  Flake  Co 127 

Corn  products: 

Corn  Derivatives  Institute 382 

Com  Products  Co 136 

Corporate  securities: 

Columbia  Gas  &  Electric  Corp 409 

Morgan,   Henry  S.    907 

Northern    Securities  Co 19 

Southern  Pacific  Co 153 

Swiss  Bank  Corp 668 

Cosmetics : 
National  Association  of  Retail  Drug- 
gists     697 

New     York     State     Pharmaceutical 
Ass'n 765 

Cotton : 

Patten  75 

Thompson    14^ 

Cotton  shirting: 
Barnard  &  Company 347 

Cranberries : 
Cranberry  Canners.  Inc 647 

Credit  information: 

Hulse    410 

National  RetaU  Credit  Ass'n 390 

Culverts : 

Washington  Culvert  and  Pipe  Co 830 

Cat  stones: 

Bricklayers'.    Masons'    &   Plasterers' 
International    Union     251 


Dairy  products: 

Beatrice  Creamery  Co 589 

Borden  Company         435.  556 

Chicago  Butter  &  Egg  Board 74 

Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc. 654 

Dairy   Cooperative   Ass'n     713 

Dairymen's  Ass'n.  Ltd.  .   425.  426 
Dubuque  Cooperative  Dairy  Market- 
ing Ass'n         .700 

Elgin  Board  of  Trade  125 

French  Bauer,  Inc.  699 

Great  Atlantic  ft  Pacific  Tea  Co.,  The  642 

Jensen  Creamery  Co.  174 

Kraft  Cheese  Co.  626.641 

i^cal   202  of  the  Infl   Brotherhood 

of   Tenm.«Jter8  412 

Maine  Food  Council.  Inc 666 

Massachusetts  Food  Council,  Ifie*  653 
Milk  Haulers  A  Dairy  Workers  Union 

l^cal  916 


Case  No. 
Dairy  products— continued 

National  Cheese  Institute,  Inc 693 

National  Food  Products  Corp 309 

Produce  Exchange  of  Los  Angeles . . . 

631,  632,  739 

Rhode  Island  Food  Council,  Inc 674 

Sheffield  Farms  Company,  Inc 608 

Simpson    178 

Whiting    86 

Wisconsin  Cheese  Exchange 694 

Delivery  services: 

Affiliated  Ladles  Apparel  Carriers 
Ass'n  of  the  Eastern  Area,  Inc.  812,  823 

Cloak  &  Suit  Trucking  Ass'n,  Inc 

813,  824 

Dental  casting  machines,  electric: 

Consolidated  Car-Heating  Co.,  Inc., 
The 838 

Derricks : 

Chapman    164 

Diamonds: 

De  Beers  Consolidated  Mines,  Ltd.   .  816 

Dinnerware.  Bee  China. 

Doors,  flr: 

Wheeler-Osgood   Co 287 

Dresses.   Bee  Apparel,  women's. 

Dried  fruit: 

California  Associated  Raisin  Co 219 

Dried  Fmlt  Ass'n  of  Calif omla 614 

Drags: 

Alba  Pharmaceutical  Company,  Inc. 

636,  637 

Albany  Chemical  Co 221 

Amsterdamsche   Chlnlnefabrlek 337 

Bayer  Company.  Inc..  The 638 

Ciba  Pharmaceutical  Products,  Inc. . .  663 
Forestal  Land,  Timber  &  Railways, 

Ltd 787 

Halibut  Liver  OH  Producers 732,  762 

Ell  Lilly  &  Co 598 

Merck  &  Co..  Inc 784 

National  Ass'n  of  Retail  Druggists. . 

32,697 

National  Wholesale  Druggists  Ass'n.  683 
New     York     State     Pharmaceutical 

Ass'n   765 

Paris  Medicine  Co 190 

Quinine   Derivatives,   383,340  Ounces 

of 341 

Roche-Organon,   Inc 665 

Schering   Corp 662,  664,  667 

Swiss  Bank  Corp.,  The 668 

Tannin  Corp..  The 745 

Weltzlen,   Julius 664 

Drugs  ft  serums,  animal: 
Associated  Serum  Producers,  Inc. . . .   709 

Dry  ice: 

Liquid  Carbonic  Corp 930 

Dnplirating  equipment: 
A.  B.  Dick  Co 856,  857 

Dyers.  Bee  Cleaners  A  dyers. 

Dyestuffii : 

Allied  Chemical  A  Dye f9$ 

Forestal  Land,  Timber  A  Railways, 

Ltd '  .  W 

General  Dyestufl  Corp 670 

National  Lead  Co. 780,  80j 

Tannin  Corp..  The 741 
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Boston  Fruit  and  I'roduce  Exr^hange 

^.    ■ •  u     '-i ^^^  53^ 

Chicago  Butter  A  Egg  Board  74 
Gil  man  igj 
Local  202  of  the  International  Broth- 
erhood of  Teamsters  412 
Produce  Elxchange  of  Los  Angeles 

631.  739 


Eleetrte  lamps: 
Corning  GJass  Works 
General  Electric  Co 


$51 

82,  281.  575,  747 


Electrical  appliaaeee: 

Boyle  167 

Porcelain  Appliance  Corp 305 

Westinghouse  Electric  Supply  Co.  597 

Electrical  eqnipment.  installation  of: 

Greater    Kansas    City    Chapter,    Na- 
tional Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n. 

908.  909 
Northeast   Texas   Chapter.    National 

Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n.  919 

Seattle  Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n. 

917.  958 

Electrical  materials  ft  eqolpmeat: 

American  Bosch  Corp.       750 

Battery     Separator     Manufacturer!' 

Ass'n  .       618.  633 

Beardslee  Chandelier  Mfg.   Co.  491 

Bendlx   Home   Appliances,   Inc.   and 

Telecoln  Corp. ggi 

Brooker  Engineering  Co 508,  679 

Cadillac  Electric  Supply  Co. 475 

Central   Die  Caating  A  Manufactur- 
ing Co.,  Inc.  623 

Corning  Glass  Works  551 

Electric  Storage  Battery  Co..  The  821 
Electrical  Apparatus  Export  Ass'n        834 
Electrical  Solderless  Service  Connec- 
tor Institute 571 

Engineering    Survey    &    Audit    Co.. 

Inc 470,  497 

General  Cable  Corp 886 

General   Electric  Co.  82,  281, 

575,  814.  915.  916,  959,  960 
General  Instrument  Corp.  853,  855 

Harbor  District  Chapter.  Nat'l  Elec- 
trical  Contractors'   Ass'n   .  492,  629 
Line  Material  Co.  809 
Local  Union  No.  3  of  the  Int'l  Broth- 
erhood of  Electrical  Workers 

510.  511.  512 

Magnaflux  Corp 879 

New     York     Electrical     Contractors 

Ass'n  513 

Northeast   Texas   Chapter,    National 

Electrical  Contractors  Assn.  919 

San    Francisco    Electric    Contractors 

Ass'n.    Inc. 472,  502 

Santa  Barbara  County  Chapter.  Nat'l 

Electrical  Contractors'  Ass'n      499.  630 
Westinghouse  Electric  &  Manufactur- 
ing Co 818 

Elevators : 

Otis  Elevator  Co 30 

Enamel  ware: 

Standard  Sanitary  Manufacturing 
Co 76.  79 


f 


*^' 


t 

DuPont  de  NemouM  A  Co..  E.  L  51.  7 u 
Imperial  Chemical  Industries.  Ltd.  719 
Standard  Oil  Oo.  (N.  J.)  695  696 


W 

tartn  implements  T 
Case.  J.  I..  Co  94, 

Deere  and  Co.  9^2 

International  Har\ester  Co.  115.941 

Fasteniox:  machinery: 
Patent  Button  Co.  g6] 

Scovlll   Manufacturing  Co.  863 

Universal  Fastening  and  Button  Co.    862 

Ferrovanadinm 
Union  Carbide  A  Carbon  Corp 940 

Fertiliser: 
American  Agricultural  Chemical  Co.     3it 
Atlantic  Commission  Company   Inc.      661 
Deutsches  Kailsyndlkat  Gesell'schaft    325 
National   Fertilizer  Ass'n.   The  58« 

Reardon  &  Sons  yg 

Standard  Oil  Company  (N.  J.)        695.  696 
Virginia-Carolina  Chemical  Co.  33 

Fertiliser  nitrates.    See  Nitrates,    fer- 
tilizer. 

Fiber  products.    See  Glass  Fiber  Prod- 
ucts. 

Filing  cabinets: 

Rand  Kardex  Bureau jij 

Films.   See  Motion  pictures. 

Filters,  air.    See  Air-conditioning  ma- 
terial A  equipment. 

Financing,  automobile: 

Chrysler  Corp.  430.  43S 

Chrysler    Corp.    v.    Homer   S.    Cum- 

mlngs  430.  note 

Ford  Motor  Co.  431.  439 

General  Motors  Corp. 432,  566 

Financing,  real  estate: 
Mortgage  Conference  of  New  York  .  868 

finishes.     See  Painting  Materials  and 

Equipment. 
Fire  alarms: 

Ganiewell  Co 873,  874 

Fire  apparatus,  motor  driven: 
American-La  France-Foamlte  Corp.      887 

Fire  brick: 
American  Refractories  Institute 622 

Fire  extinKnishers: 
Automatic  Sprinkler  Co.  of  America 

854 

Firearms : 
Imperial  Chemical  Industries.  Ltd.      789 

Fish  A  fish  products: 

A.B.C.  Canning  Co. 374 

Booth  Fisheries  Co. 157.  196 

Columbia  River  Packers  Ass'n,  Inc      714 

Eldridge  &  Son.  Inc..  L.  S 792 

Fish  Credit  Ass'n,  Inc.   389 

5.989  Cases  of  Sardines 373 

Halibut  Liver  Oil  Producers  732,  762 

Lay  Fish  Co. 304.  311 

Leibner  &  Co 7 31^ 

Local  36,  International  Fishermen  A 

Allied   Workers  of  America 869 

Lockwood  &  Wlnant     398 

Maine  Co-Operative  Sardine  Co 329 


i; 


ij  t  AM..S  II V  M'ilJE(  T  MaTTKK 


391 


H\ 


JiK 


Ik'^onterev 


SrtrdJne 


continued 
Industries 


Ten  Co.,  Inc 


Inc. 


New  York   Great   Atlantic  A   Pacific 


04  ^ 


n  Ptdro  Fish  Exchange 
ttlft  Fish  Exchange.  Inc. 


United 


Food  Workers'  Union. 


605, 


Flooring: 

E.  L.  Bruce  Co..  Inc. 474. 

Kelly-Goodwin  Hardware  Co.,  Inc.  . 
Maple  Flooring  Manufacturers'  Ass'n 
Mason ite   Corp. 

Mitchell  Brothers'  Co.        

San  Francisco  Hardwood  Floor  Con- 
tractors' Ass'n  

Floor: 

Hunter  Milling  Co. 

Millers'  National  Federation 

Flowers,  cut: 
Flower  Producers  Cooperative  Ass'n. 

Food.  See  Groceries,  Fruit  A  Vegeta- 
bles, Bread.  Meat,  Dairy  products. 
Fish.  etc. 

Forms  and  form-handling  devices: 

Standard  Register  Co.    


793 
640 
740 
197 

591 
S20 
274 

503 
280 

473 

93 

771 

307 


864 
436 


Freeters,  mechanical  counter  ice  cream: 
National  Dairy  Products  Corp 

Freight.     See    Steamships,    Railroads. 
Trucking. 

Friction  materials: 
Brake    Lining   Manufacturers   Ass'n, 

Inc 899.  900.  901 

Fmit,  dried: 

California  Associated  Raisin  Co 219 

Dried  Fruit  Ass'n  of  California 614 

Fmit  and  vegetables: 

Atlantic  Commission  Co..  Inc 661 

Boston  Market  Terminal  Co. 872 

California  Associated  Raisin  Co 219 

California  Fruit  Growers  Exchange 

^  669.  742 

Canned  Pea  Marketing  Institute.  Inc.  620 

Canners  League  of  California 616 

Collins     160 

Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc. 654 

Cranberry   Canners.    Inc. 647 

Dried  Fruit  Ass'n  of  California  6I4 

Fruit   and   Produce   Trade  Ass'n  of 

New  York     764.  819 

Growers'  Finance  Corp. 817 

Hlppen    145 

King    165 

Local   No.    202   of  the   International 

Brotherhood  of  Teamsters 393 

Maine  Food  Council.  Inc. 666 

Market  Truckmen's  Ass'n   392 

Market    Truckmen's    Ass'n    of   New 

^  York 819 

Massachusetts  Food  Council,  Inc.        653 

Nash    Bros 187 

New   York  Great  AtlanUc  &  Pacific 

Tea  Co.,  Inc. 793 

Ozark  Canners  Ass'n,  Inc 759 

Page    128 

Piowaty  A  Sons,   M 182 

Rhode  Island  Food  Council.  Inc 674 

Seattle  Produce  Ass'n 289 


CasaMa 

>■  ■•  »»— continued  ^oi 

■  ■    "^js^c  Kc^aii  Gvoccrs  Ass  a     .658.  70J 

Utfah  AAte'fa  m 

Westeii:   "^anialoutje  Exchange.  ..  159.  203 

Ffnll  and  vegetables,  canned: 

Canned  Pea  Marketing  Institute.  Inc. 

Canners  League  of  California 616 

Cranberry  Canners.  Inc. 647 

Osark  Canners  Ass'n.  Inc 759 

Utah  Products  Ass'n  643 

Farnace.  See  Heating  equipment. 
Fornitare : 

American  Seating  Co.   44.  45.  555 

Aulsbrook  A  Jones  Furniture  Co 303 

Baker      297 

Berkey  A  Gay  Furniture  Co 302 

Brown   298 

Coye     296 

Rand   Kardex   Bureau 316 

Stafford  Manufacturing  Co 50 

Fnrs: 
Fur  Dressers'  &  Fur  Dyers'  Ass'n..  265 

Fur  Dressers  Factor  Corp 396 

Needle    Trades    Workers    Industrial 

Union 395 

Protective  Fur  Dressers  Corp 394 

Fnse  cutouts,  drop-oat: 
Line  Material  Co. 809 


O 

Galvanized  ware: 
National  Enameling  A  Stamping  Co. .  250 

Gas  cleaning  units: 
Western  Precipitation  Co 831 

Gas,  natural: 
Columbia  Gas  &  Electric  Corp 409.  437 

Gas  ranges: 
Retail    Furniture    Dealers    Ass'n    of 

Southern  Calif 704 

Southern  California  Gas  Co 596 

Gasoline : 

American  Petroleum  Institute 564 

Ethyl  Gasoline  Corp 422 

General  Petroleum  Corp.  of  Calif. . . .  465 

Socony- Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  Inc 416.  420 

Standard  Oil  Co.    (Calif.) 369,  883 

Standard  Oil  Co.  (Ind.) 288,  415,  419 

Standard  Oil  Co.  (N.  J.) 41,    695,  696 

Gasoline  storage  systems: 

Aqua  System.  Inc 692.  741 

S.  F.  Bowser  A  Co 168 

Ganges,  liquid  measnrement: 

Liquidometer  Corp..  The 839 

Ganges,    pneumatle.      See    Pneumatic 
gauges. 

Glass  containers.  See  Containers,  glass. 
Glass  fiber  products: 

Owens-Corning  Flberglas  Corp 904 

Glass,  flat: 

American  Window  Glass  Co 254 

Bastin    .270 

Glass  Contractors'   Ass'n 524 

Imperial  Window  Glass  Co 67 

Johnston  Brokerage  Co 245,  254 

LIbbey-Owens-Ford  Glass  Co 822 

National  Ass'n  of  Window  Glass  Man- 
ufacturers   269 

W.  P.  Fuller  &  Co 505 


II 
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Case  No. 

OUss-makiiif  mftchinerj : 

Hartford-Empire  Co 469 

OlftMWftre: 

Hartford-Empire   Co 4^9 

Glazinf : 

Glaze-Rite  Co 454 

Glaziers  Local  No.  27  of  Chicago. ...  359 

Meyen    345 

W.  P.  Fuller  A  Co 50S 

Olne.   See  Adheslves. 

Orain,  abraflive: 
Abrasive  Grain  Assn 913 

Grain  A  grain  machinery: 

Chicago  Board  of  Trade wi 

Great  Lakes  Steamship  Co. 339 

Hart-Carter  Company,  The 80S 

Granite : 
Barre  Granite  Ass'n,  Inc..  The 801 

Gravel.  See  Sand  and  gravel. 

Grinding  wheels: 
Grinding  Wheel  Manufacturers  Assn.  889 

Groceries : 

Baker  A  Holmes  Co 23 

Barton    191 

California  Retail  Grocers  &  Merchants 

Ass'n,    Ltd 689 

California  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n    284 
Connecticut  Food  Council,  Inc..     611,  654 
Food  Distributors  Ass'n  578 
Food  and  Grocery  Bureau  of  South- 
ern Calif.,  Inc 624 

Kroger  Grocery  A  Baking  Co 758 

Maine  Food  Council.    Inc 666 

Massachusetts  Food  Council.  Inc 653 

National  Food  Products  Corp.  309 

New   York  Great   Atlantic  A   Pacific 

Tea   Co. .    Inc.  746,  793 

Nome  Retail  Grocerymen's  Ass'n  27 

Oregon  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n  2'Jl 

Rhode  Island  Food  Council,  Inc.  674 

Safeway   Stores.    Inc.  757 

Southern  Calif.  Grocers'  Ass'n  283 

Southern  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n  72 
Tennessee  Retail  Grocers'  Ass'n  6=^8.  701 
Utah-Idaho  Wholesale  Grocers'  Ass'n  285 
Utah  Wholesale  Grocery  Co,  .     702 

Washington  Wholesale  Grocers  Ass'h  723 
Western  Washington  Wholesale  Oro- 
t!ttt§  AM'n  S87 

tiniipbw4^t.   BcB  fixploslres. 

Ofpdnm: 
Certaln-tl*^  ffH^ucis  Corp.  M2 

Gypsum  Industries  Ass'n  268 

Master  PXnni^tftfv  AM'tt  ttl  San  Fr aw- 

uriif  I  Elates  Oypsum  dtrtrtpfltiy  541,  548 
^V^rri  Co^p^rntloh.   The  fU 


||«ftfMlf 


iftlll 


€§ 


^flMlt|f# 


.too 


Gm$ 


He. 

Hardware : 

Bolt,    Nut    A    Rivet    Manufacturers 

Ass'n 37. 

California  Retail  Hardware  A  Imple- 
ment Ass'n   32a 

Southern  Hardware  Jobbers'  Ass'n..  315 

Union  Hardware  A  Metal  Co. 686 

Hardwood  flooring.  See  Flooring. 
Hardwood  inmt>er.  See  Lumber. 
Harvesting  machinery: 

International  Harvester  Co 115 

Hat  frames: 

National  Hat  Frame  Ass'n.  Inc 322 

Hats,  army  field: 
Empire  Hat  and  Cap  Manufacturing 

Co 659 

Hats,  women's: 

Millinery  Quality  Guild,  Inc 386 

Hay: 

Peters    249 

Heating  equipment: 

Aerofln    Corporation 767 

As.sociated  Plumbing  A  Heating  Mer- 
chants       518 

Biegler  Company,  Inc.,  Louis 236 

Chi.  ago  Master  Steam  Fitters'  Ass'n    235 

Clow  A  Sons   234 

Heating.  Piping  and  Air  Conditioning 
Contractors  Ass'n  of  Southern  Cal- 

iiornla  486,  628 

Local    Union    No.    99.    Sheet    Metel 

Workers  International  Ass'n  519 

Plumbing  A  Heating  Industries  Ad- 
ministrative Ass'n.  Inc.  476 
United  States  Machine  Corp.       .  820 
\  oluntary  Code  of  the  Heating.  Pip- 
ing  A   Air   Conditioning   Industry 
for  Allegheny  County,  Penna.             468 

Hrfis,  rubber: 

Miller  225 

Hoif«: 

Armour  A  Co. 
Floyd  M.  Sherwood 
John  Morrell  A  Co. 
KIngan  A  Comprtny.  Inc. 
St.   Jf7»e^h  Stock  Yards  Co. 


649.  892 
711 
673 
734 

687.  703 
660.  7J6 
827 


Nfltiottal    Pfo- 


wustin  ft  uo..   inc. 
Hoof  pads: 

Master    Horseshoert     

tertlve  Ast'H  Hi 

tlof  Moaes: 

nhn  f'hffrmnrrMlli'al  Products,  \no 
'  Iwe. 

tSffieilfig  662, 

SwiM  n 

We'  -  M4 

HofftMhoeii! 
Mfisilir  Hnrseshoers'  Nallonal  Pfuief- 
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Case  No. 
Honses,  prefabricated: 

B.  Goedde  &  Co. 562 

Honsing: 
Greater    Kansas    City    Chapter.    Na- 
tional Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n. 

908.  909 
National  Ass'n.  of  Real  Estate  Boards 

902.  903 

Seattle  Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n      917 
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Hydrocarbons,  liquid  and  gaseous: 

Cotton  Valley  Operators  Committee      895 


Ice.    See  Dry  Ice. 

American  Ice  Co.    35 


Carson  Brewing  Co. 

Chandler  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Plant 

Consumers  Ice  Co. 

Ice  Refrigeration  Co..  Inc. 

Kansas  City  Ice  Co.  

People's  Ice  A  Fuel  Co. 


301 
36 
955 
808 
400 
38 

296 

309 

202 

436 


Ise  boxes : 

Coye  

Ice  cream : 

National  Food  Products  Corp. 

Ice  cream  cones: 
American  Cone  A  Wafer  Co. 

Ice  cream  freezers: 
National  Dairy  Products  Corp. 

Inrnndesrent  lamps.  See  Electric  lamps. 
Lamps. 
United  Gas  Improvement  Co.        252,  258 

InRDlatlng  material: 
Johns-Manvllle 
Owens-Corning  Flberglas  Corp. 

Innnlntorfl: 
Porcelain  Appliance  Corp. 

Iniialln: 

Ell  Lilly  and  Co. 

Inttirance,  flrp; 
South-eastern  Underwriters  Ass'n 

fl!f^r^«lt  rates: 


Rutu« 


n  Corp. 
tice  of  New  Ifork 
tt  King 


Inti'^tmp'nt  banking: 

Motpr"'     *'"nry    P. 


539 
904 

305 

598 

744 

799 
907 


'firien 


199.  209 
408 
iMMiicHhle  A  Steel  Castings 

iif 

■'!■  98 


I 

I 

OJMlf 


fouev* 


Ass 


"  III 


Case  No. 


Kerosene: 

Standard  Oil  Co.   (Ind.) 288 

Kindling  wood: 

Standard   Wood   Co 94 

Kitchen  cabinets: 

Painters'  District  Council  No.  2 372 

Painters'   District  Council  No.   14  of 

Chicago 349 

Wallace     340 

Kitchen  ntensils: 

Wickwlre  Spencer  Steel  Corp 255 

Klaxon  horn: 

Klaxon  Horn  Co 205 

Kodaks : 

Eastman  Kodak  Co. 143 


Labels,  lithographed: 

American  Lithographic  Co 233 

Labels,  woven: 

Kluge     189 

Labor  unions.   See  Unions. 
Lambs,  fat: 

Swift  and  Co 690.  774 

Lamps: 

Corning  Glass  Works 551 

General  Electric  Co 82,  281,  575.  747 

United  Gas  Improvement  Co 252,  258 

Lasts,  boot  and  shoe: 

Krentler-Arnold  Hinge  Last  Co 129 

Lath,  gypsum: 

Certaln-teed  Products  Corp. 542 

Lath,  metal: 

Berger   Manufacturing   Co. 332 

Fernald    Company    and    Soule    Steel 

Co. 333 

National     Retail     Lumber     Dealers 

Ass'n     577 

Wood.  Wire  and  Metal  Lathers'  Intet^ 

national  Union  Local  No.  46 521,  522 

Lath,  wood: 
Employing  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  Alle- 
gheny County 507 

Leather: 
Leather  and  Shoe  Finders  Ass'n.  of 

Philadelphia   .  957 
The  Mett'      '"'  •«  Leather  and  Find- 
ings AS'-      .    t:\r.    95g 

iikelthin: 
American  Lecithin  Co.  850 

Lenses.   Bee  Optical  goods. 

LI' 
MacAndrews  A  Forbes  Co.  34 

Llilli«fif«t 

enftpnitft 

t 


Li< 


114 

9.i9.  m 
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CbmN*. 
Linen  tapply: 

Consolidated   Laundries  Corp. 7S3 

Flatwork  Ass'n  of  Greater  New  York. 

Inc.   755.  776 

Linen  Supply  Ass'n  of  Greater  New 

York.  Inc.    754,  779 

Linen  Supply  Board  of  Trade  of  New 

Jersey 752,  778 

Morgan  Laundries  Service,  Inc 770 

Standard    Coat,    Apron    and    Linen 

Service,  Inc 769 

Towel  Supply  Ass'n  of  Greater  New 

York.  Inc 756,  777 

Linseed  oil: 

American  Linseed  Oil  Co 215 

Llqnors.   See  also  Wine,  Beer,  etc. 

Colorado  Wholesale  Wine  and  Liquor 

Dealers  Ass'n 691 

Corning,  In  re 5a 

Greene,   In  re 5c 

Greenhut    5 

Terrell,  In  re 5b 

Llthof  raphlni: : 

American  Lithographic  Co 233 

Schmidt  Lithograph  Co 648,  735 

Livestock :  Also  aee  Meats,  and  Packers. 

American   Meat  Institute 621 

Anderson    16 

Armour  &  Company 649.  737,  892,  944 

Hopkins    15 

Klngan  &  Company,   Inc 734 

St.  Joseph  Stock  Yards  Co 687,  703 

Sherwood.  Floyd  M 711 

Swift  &  Co 20,  211,  660,  690.  736,  774 

Morrell  &  Co.,  John   673 

Wilson  and  Co.,  Inc. 627 

Lnmber:  Also  see  Mlllwork. 

Allen  and  Robinson,  Ltd 29 

American  Column  and  Lumber  Co.. .  210 

Amsden  Lumber  Co. 31 

Colorado  and  Wyoming  Lumber  Deal- 
ers' Ass'n 96 

DeMund  Lumber  Co 39 

Eastern  SUtes  Retail  Lumber  Ass'n      85 

Gloyd 37 

Harbor    District     Lumber     Dealers' 

Ass'n 506.  590 

Haines    102.  103 

Hartwlck    92 

Hogg    42 

Hollls  A  Wood f7 

Holmes   87 

International  Longshoremen's  Ass'n    485 
Lindsley  Brothers  Co 293 

Lumber    Institute    of    Allegheny 

County 498 

Ltunber  Products  Ass'n,  Inc. 540 

Maple  Flooring  Manufacturers'  Ass'n  274 

Mitchell  Brothers  Co 280 

Mountain     SUtes     Lumber    Dealers 

Ass'n 601 

National    Lumber   Manufacturers 

Ass'n   609 

National     Retail     Lumber     Dealers 

Ass'n 600.  677 

Nelson  3 

Redwood  Lunch  Club 594 

Retail  Lumbermen's  Ass'n 651 

Southern  Pine  Ass'n 227,  494.  495 

W.  C.  Bell  Services.  Inc. 602.  652 


C»««  Ne. 

Lumber — continued 

West  Coast  Lumbermen's  Ass'n    563,  603 

Western  Pine  Ass'n   561,  sgg 

Western  Pine  Manufacturers'  Ass'n.  .*  276 
Wheeler-Osgood  Co. 287 


IfAehinery: 

Allied  Cleaners  &  Dyers  of  Seattle  .  327 

Bates  Valve  Bag  Corp 355 

Case.  J.  I..  Co. 941 

Deere  and  Co 942 

General  Motors  Corp g4i 

Hart-Carter  Co..  The 80S 

International  Harvester  Co.   115,  943 

Jeffrey   Manufacturing   Co 286 

Kearney  &  Trecker  Corp 635 

Linde  Air  Products  Co 846 

Owens-Illlnols  Glass  Co . .  845 

Patent  Button   Co 861 

Scovlll  Manufacturing  Co 863 

Textile  Machine  Works  905 

Tlmken-Detrolt  Axle  Co 842 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Co.  of  New 

Jersey 130 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Corp 169,  912 

United  States  Pipe  and  Foundry  Co.    906 
Universal  Fastening  and  Button  Co. 

862 

Western  Precipitation  Co. 831 

White  Cap  Co.,  The 848 

Winslow   95 

Machinery,  ^lass-making: 

Hartford-Empire    Co 469 

Machine    tools.     See   Tools   and    dies, 
metal. 

Magazines: 
Periodical  Clearing  House 19 

Magnesite: 

Harbison-Walker  Refractories  Co 574 

Magneslom : 

Aluminum  Company  of  America    580,  698 

American  Magnesium  Corp 681 

Dow  Chemical  Co 582 

Malleable  castings: 
National  Malleable  A  Steel  Castings 

Co.  282 

Marble: 

Associated  Marble  Companies  . .  .537,  604 
Bricklayers',    Masons'    &   Plasterers' 

International  Union 251 

Marble  Contractors'  Ass'n 500 

Southern  California  Marble  Ass'n  493.  567 

Masonite: 
Masonite   Corp. 503 

Masonry: 
Mason  Contractors'  Ass'n  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia 504 

Matches : 

Diamond  Match  Co.,  The 798 

Meats:   Also  see  Livestock,  and  Pack- 
ers. 

American  Meat  Institute 621 

Armour  &  Company  25,  649,  892,  944 

Connecticut  Food  Council.  Inc 654 

Cudahy  Packing  Co 70,  634 

Maine  Food  Council,   Inc 666 

Massachusetts  Food  Council.  Inc. 653 


964 


Case  No. 

Meats— continued 

Metropolitan  Meat  Co. Z6 

Morrell  A  Company,  John .673 

National  Packing  Co.  ^68,  69 

Phoenix  Wholesale  Meat  &  Produce 

Co.   ^^ 

Rhode  Island  Food  Council,  Inc 674 

Swift,    Louis   F.  ^         77 

Swift  &  Co 20.211,660 

Wilson  &  Co..  Inc 027 

Medicine,  practice  of: 

American  Medical  Ass  n 441 

Oregon  State  Medical  Society  953 

Medicines.   See  Drugs. 

Mergers: 

Columbia  Steel  Co 888 

Metal,  corrngated: 

Republic  Steel  Corp 

Metal  hose  and  tubing,  flexible: 

American  Brass  Co.  707,  708 

Metal  tools:  See  Tools  and  dies,  Metal 

Metal  ware,  stamped: 
National  Enameling  &  Stamping  Co.    250 

Methanol: 
Gray  &  Co.,  William  S. 797,  804 

Methyl  methacrylate:  Also  see  Plastics. 
Rohm  &  Haas  Company,  Inc.  727 

Ashevllle  Mica   Co wz 

Wet  Grovind  Mica  Ass'n 833 

Milk:  ^^^ 

Beatrice  Creamery  Co. 589 

Borden  Company,  The  435.  556.  936 

Bowman   Dairy  Co 934.935 

Dairy  Cooperative  Ass'n 713 

Dairymen's  Ass'n,  Ltd 425.  426 

Dubuque  Cooperative  Dairy  Market- 
ing Ass'n  700 

French  Bauer.  Inc ^^9 

Happy  Valley  Farms 921 

Hood,  H.  P.  and  Sons,  Inc 948 

Maryland  and  Virginia  Milk  Produc- 

ers  Assn.  920 

Milk  For  Health.  Inc.  927 

Milk    Haulers    and    Dairy    Workers 

Union  Local  916  840 

National  Cheese  Institute,  Inc 693 

National   Food  ProducU  Corp 309 

St.  Louis  Dairy  Co.  918 

Sheffield  Farms  Co.,  Inc.  608 

Simpson    178 

Universal  Milk  Bottle  Service  Inc.        947 
Whiting    86 

Milk,  evaporated: 

Evaporated  Milk  Ass'n  615 
Food  and  Grocery  Bureau  of  South- 
em  California.  Inc. 624 

Tennessee  Retail  Grocers  Ass'n 701 

Milling  machine  arbors: 
Kearney  &  Trecker  Corp. 635 


Millwork : 

Andrews  Lumber  &  Mill  Co. 223,  240 

B.  Goedde  &  Company  562 

Lumber    Institute     of     Allegheny 

County     *98 

Lumber  Products  Ass'n,   Inc 540 

Southwestern  Woodwork  Ass'n  595 

Wheeler-Osgood   Co. 287 


Case  No. 

Mine  commissary: 

Santa  Rita  Store   Co.  Sc  Sante  RIU 
Mining   Co ^ 

Mining  machinery: 
Jeffrey   Manufacturing  Co 286 

Monuments: 

National   Retail   Monument  Dealers 
Ass'n *W 

Mortgage  loans: 

Chicago  Mortgage  Bankers  Corp 966 

Mortgage  Conference  of  New  York      868 

Motion  pictures: 
American  Society  of  Composers,  Au- 
thors &  Publishers 585,  593 

Balaban  &  Katz  Corp 353,  440 

Crescent  Amusement  Co.,  Inc 453 

First  National  Pictures,  Inc 343 

Fox  Theatres  Corp. 365 

Fox  West  Coast  Theatres  Corp..  .385,  454 

Griffith   Amusement  Co 443 

Interstate  Circuit,   Inc 418 

Metro  -  Goldwyn  -  Mayer     Distributing 

Corp. 336 

Motion  Picture  Patents  Co 121 

Motion  Picture  Theatre  Owners'   of 

Oklahoma     354 

Nick,  John  P.  &  Weston.  Clyde  A.. .  -  534 

Paramount  Famous  Lasky  Corp 342 

Paramount  Pictures,  Inc 434 

Schlne  Chain  Theatres,  Inc 451 

Technicolor  Inc.    898 

United  Theatres,  Inc 384 

Warner  Brothers  Pictures,  Inc 366, 

406,  411.  413 

West  Coast  Theatres,  Inc 351,  363,  376 

Motor  carriers.    See  also  Trucking. 

National  City  Lines  Inc 890,  891 

North  Coast  Transportation  Co 877 

Pacific  Greyhound  Lines 835 

Yellow  Cab  Co «60 

Munitions.    See  also  Ammunition,  Ex- 
plosives. 

Bopp    Ill 

Rintelen    *70 

Music,  public  performance: 
American  Federation  of  Musicians. . . 

726,  749 

American  Society  of  Composers,  Au- 
thors &  Publishers  . . .  .404,  585,  593,  896 

Broadcast  Music,   Inc 576 

Columbia  Broadcasting  System 675 

Radio  Corporation  of  America        371,  676 
Scophony  Corporation  of  America —  837 

Music,  roll  and  sheet: 
American  Society  of  Composers,  Au- 
thors &  Publishers 585,  593 

Broadcast  Music,  Inc 576 

Consolidated   Music  Corp 216 

Kern    231 


H 
Naval  stores: 

American  Naval  Stores  Co 60,  106 

Atlantic  Investment  Co 43 

News  and  newspapers:  Also  see  Adver- 
tising, newspaper. 

Associated  Press,  The 731 

Chattanooga  News-Free  Press  Co 535 

Newsprint  paper: 

Crown  Zellerbach  Corp 447 

Mead  179,  192 
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J' 


C*ae  No. 
Niekel  and  nickel  prodnett: 
International  Nickel  Co.  of  Canada. 
Ltd.,  The 849 

Nitrates,  fertilizer: 

Allied  Chemical  &  Dye  Corp 455,  613 

American  Potash  &  Chemical  Corp. . . 

444,  525 

Barrett  Company,   The 456 

Chilean  Nitrate  Sales  Corp 457 

E.  I.  duPont  de  Nemours  A  Co 458 

Imperial    Chemical   Industries    (New 

York),  Ltd 685 

Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp. . . 

459,639 

Kats: 

Bolt.    Nut   &   Rivet    Manufacturers' 
Ass'n 378 


O 

Oatmeal : 

Quaker  Oats  Co 144 

Office  snpplies  and  equipment: 

A.  B.  Dick  Co 856,  857 

Corbett  Stationery  Co S3 

International     Business     Machines 

Corp. 381 

Rand   Kardex   Bureau 316 

Standard   Register  Co 864 

Underwood  Elliott  Fisher  Co 450,  517 

Oil:  See  Gasoline. 
Payne    122 

Onions: 
Piowaty  &  Sons,  M 182 

Optical  goods: 

American    Association   of   Wholesale 

Opticians 208 

American   Optical  Co 528,  529, 

531.  557,  858 

Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co 509,  544. 

559,  560,  859 

Benson.  N.  P.,  Optical  Co 925 

House  of  Vislon-Belgard-Spero,  The  .  926 

Kryptok  Company 273 

One-Piece  Bifocal  Lens  Co 299 

Optical  Wholesalers'  National  Ass'n, 

Inc 530 

Uhlmann  Optical  Co.  of  Illinois 924 

Univis  Lens  Co..  Inc.,  The 558 

White  Haines  Optical  Co.,  The 923 

Outdoor  advertising: 

Associated  Bill  Posters 120 

Foster  &  Kleiser  Co 370 

General  Outdoor  Advertising  Cb 346 

Poster  Advertisers  Ass'n 224 


Packers :  Alao  see  Livestock,  and  Meats. 

Armour  &  Co 25,  649,  737,  892,  944 

Cudahy  Packing  Co.,  The 70,  634 

Kingan  &  Co.,  Inc 734 

National  Packing  Co 69 

St.  Joseph  Stock  Yards  Co 687.  703 

Sherwin-Williams  Co.,  The  931 

Sherwood.  Floyd  M 711 

Swift,   Louis   F 77 

Swift  &  Co 20,  211,  660,  690,  736.  774 

Wilson  &  Co.,  Inc 627 


OMeNo. 

Painting  materials  and  equipment: 
Bay    Area     Painters    &    Decorators 

Joint  Committee 7^3 

duPont  de  Nemours,  E.  I.  A  Co.,  Inc.  932 

National  Lead  Co 780,  802 

New  Wrinkle,  Ina  945 

Reardon  Co.   96i 

Union  Painters  Administrative  Ass'n. 

Inc. 477 

Paper: 

Alden  Paper  Co. 352 

Allen   Brothers  Co. 63 

Corbett  Stationery  Co 53 

General  Paper  Co 24 

Mead   179.  192 

Parks  62 

Paper,  corrugated: 
Corrugated     Paper     Manufacturers' 

Ass'n   226 

Paper,  glased: 

American  Coated  Paper  Co 232 

Paper,  newsprint.  See  Newsprint  paper. 
Paper,  wall: 

Pearce  90 

Paper,  waste.   See  Wastepaper. 
Paper,  waxed: 

American  Waxed  Paper  Ass'n 680 

Paper  bags: 

Kraft  Paper  Ass'n 449.  554 

Stevenson.  Jordan  &  Harrison 549 

Paper  board: 

Albia  Box  &  Paper  Co 65 

Geer  84 

Parking  meters: 
Vehicular  Parking.  Ltd 724 

Patents: 

A.  B.  Dick  Co 856.  857 

Aerofln  Corp. 767 

Alba  Pharmaceutical  Co.,  Inc 636.  637 

Allegheny  Ludlum  Steel  Corp 810,  815 

Aluminum  Co,   of  America 580.  698 

American  Air  Filter  Co..  Inc 715.  773 

American  Bosch  Corp. 750 

American  Chain  Co. 278 

American  Chemical  &  Dye  Corp 706 

American  Lecithin  Co 850 

American  Locomotive  Co 825 

Amerclan  Magnesium    Corp 581 

American  Optical  Co 528.  529,  531.  557 

American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.  971 

Aqua  System,  Inc 692.  741 

Auditorium  Conditioning  Corp 782 

Automatic  Sprinkler  Co.  of  America 

854 

Barber-Colman  Co.  646 

Bates  Valve  Bag  Corp 355 

Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Co. 

509.  544.  559,  560 

Bayer  Co.,  Inc 638 

Bendix  Aviation  Corp 743.  910 

Catalin  Corp.  of  America 843,  844 

Certaln-teed  Products  Corp 542 

Consolidated  Car-Heating  Co.,  Inc...  838 

Diamond  Match  Co.,  The 798 

Dow  Chemical  Co.,  The 582 

duPont  de  Nemours  &  Co.,  Inc 911 

Gamewell  Co 873.  874 

General  Aniline  &  Film  Corp 671 

General  Cable  Corp 886 

General  Dyestuff  Corp 670 

General  Electric  Co 281,  553,  575, 

650,  747,  814 


Case  No. 

Patents— continued 

General  Instrument  Co 853,  855 

General  Tire  and  Rubber  Co 725 

Hartford-Elmplre  Co 469 

International  Salt  Co.,  Inc 828 

Jeffrey  Manufacturing  Co 286 

Johns-Manvllle    539 

Kearney  &  Trecker  Corp 635 

Krentler-Amold  Hinge  Last  Co 129 

Line  Material  Co 809 

Liquid  Carbonic  Corp.,  The  930 

Llquidometer  Corp.,  The 839 

Magnaflux   Corp 879 

Masonite   Corp. 503 

Motion  Picture  Patents  Co 121 

National  Cash  Register  Co 100.  884 

National  Lead  Co 780.  802 

New  Wrinkle.  Inc 946 

One-Plece  Bifocal  Lens  Co 299 

Optical  Wholesalers'  National  Ass'n, 

Inc. 530 

Owens-Corning  Flberglas  Corp 904 

Owens-Iiilnois  Glass  Co 845 

Parker  Rust  Proof  Co 760 

Patent  Button  Co 861 

Patterson   112 

Permutlt  Co..  The 829 

Phillips  Screw  Co 885 

Porcelain    Appliance   Corp 305 

Radio  Corp.  of  America 371 

Rail   Joint  Co..  The 788 

Roche-Organon,  Inc 665 

Rohm  &  Haas  Co 962 

Scherlng   Corp 662,  664.  667 

Schmitz,    Dletrlck   A 672 

Scophony  Corp.  of  America 837 

ScovUl  Manufacturing  Co 863 

Sperry  Corp.,  The 733 

Standard  Oil  Co.  (Ind.) 288 

Standard  Oil  Co.  (N.  J.)  695,  696 

Standard  Sanitary  Manufacturing 

Co 76.79 

Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp. 

459,  639 

Technicolor,  Inc 898 

Tlmken-Detrolt  Axle  Co. 842 

United  Gas   Improvement  Co 252.258 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Co 101 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Co.  of  N.  J..   130 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Corp 169,  912 

United  States  Gypsum  Co 541,  548 

United  States  Pipe  and  Foundry  Co.    906 

United  States  Rubber  Co 967 

Univis  Lens  Co.,  Inc. 558 

Vehicular  Parking,  Ltd 724 

Wallace  &  Tlernan  Co 875,  876,  894 

Wayne  Pump  Co.,  The 583,  584,  761 

Weltzien,   Julius 664 

Western  Electric  Co..  Inc 971 

Western  Precipitation  Co 831 

Westlnehouse  Electric  Manufacturing 

Co 818 

White  Cap  Co 848 

Wlckwire  Spencer  Steel  Corp 255 

Paving  brick: 

Purington    81 

Peanuts: 

National  Peanut  Cleaners  &  Shellers 
Ass'n 294 

Peas: 

Canned  Pea  Marketing  Institute 620 

Periodicals : 
Periodical  Gearing  House 89 


Case  No. 
Petroleum.    See  Gasoline. 

Petroleum  products: 

Cotton  Valley  Operators  Committee . .  895 

National  City  Lines,  Inc    890,  891 

Richfield  Oil  Corp 893 

Pharmaceutical  products.   See  Drugs. 

Phonograph  records: 

American  Federation  of  Musicians  . 

726.  749 

Decca  Records.  Inc 937 

Phonographs : 

Victor  Talking  Machine  Co 198 

Photographic  materials: 

General  Aniline  &  Film  Corp 671 

Eastman  Kodak  Co 143 

National  Photographic  Mount  Manu- 
facturers Assn 968 

Schmitz.  Dletrlck  A 672 

Picketing.    See  Unions. 

Pipe,  cast  iron  pressure: 

United  States  Pipe  and  Foimdry  Co. .  906 

Pipe,  metal: 

Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co 14 

Central  Foundry  Co. 246 

Washington  Culvert  &  Pipe  Co 830 

Plaster,  and   plastering  materials: 

Contracting  Plasterer's  Ass'n  of  Long 
Beach.    Inc. 489 

Employing  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  Alle- 
gheny   County 507 

Master  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  San  Fran- 
cisco    479 

National     Retail     Lumber     Dealers 
Ass'n 677 

United  States  Gypsum  Co 541,  548 

Plastics : 

Catalan  Corp.  of  America 843,  844 

Continental-Diamond  Fibre  Co 922 

DuPont  de  Nemours  &  Co.,  K  1 728 

Rohm  &  Haas  Co.,  Inc 727,  962 

Standard  Oil  Co.  (N.  J.) 695.  696 

Plumbing  supplies: 

Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co 14 

Briggs  Manufacturing  Co 952 

Central   Foundry  Co. 246 

Central  Supply  Ass'n,  The 514 

Clow  &  Sons 234 

Denver  Master  Plumbers  Assn 949 

Gerber,  Max 950 

Irving    162 

Knauer    155 

Kohler  Co 951 

McCoach  161 

National  Ass'n  of  Master  Plumbers. .   181 

Noland  Co.,  Inc 310 

Pacific  Coast  Plumbing  Supply  Ass'n  104 
Plumbing  &  Heating  Industries  Ad- 
ministrative Ass'n.  Inc 476 

Reeves,  John  B.  and  Son 954 

Simmons    55 

Standard  Sanitary  Mfg.  Co 76.  79 

Stiefvater     59 

Trenton  Potteries  Co 259 

Plywood : 

Employing  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  Alle- 
gheny   County 507 

Hoffman,  Nat 515 

United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  & 
Joiners    of   America 487 

Pneumatic  gauges: 
Schrader's  Son 200.  260 
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Poles,  red  cedar: 

Llndsley  Brothers  Co. 293 

Porcelains,  electrical: 

Porcelain  Appliance  Corp 305 

Potash : 
American  Potash  &  Chemical  Corp. 

444.  525 

Deutsches  Kallsyndllcat  Gesellschaft.  325 

Potatoes : 

King     165 

Pottery,  sanitary: 

Standard  Sanitary  Mfg.  Co 76,  79 

Trenton  Potteries  Co. 259 

Poultry : 

Greater  New  York  Live  Poultry 
Chamber  of  Commerce 348,  356,  368 

Live  Poultry  Dealers'  Protective 
Ass'n 279 

Welner    391 

Preservatives : 

American  Lecithin  Co. 850 

Wallace  &  Tlernan  Co. 875.  876 

Pressing  machines: 

Allied  Cleaners  St  Dyers  of  Seattle     .  327 
Print-cloths: 

Slrrlne,    Joseph   E. 480 

Printing : 

Central-West  Publishing  Co. 119 

Produce.  See  Fruits  &  vegetables. 

Publications: 
Reeves,  John  B.  and  Son  954 

Pulleys: 
Central  Die  Casting  A  Manufacturing 
Co.,  inc.    623 

Pullman  cars: 

Pullman  Company,  The 546 

Pumps,  gasoline  computer: 

Bowser  &  Co.     168 

Wayne  Pump  Co 583,  584.  761 


Quebracho: 

Forestal  Land,  Timber  and  Railways, 

Ltd.  787 

Tannin  Corp.,  The 745 

Quinine: 

Amsterdamsche    Chtninefabrlek  337 

383.340  Ounces  of  Quinine  Derivatives  341. 


Babbit  skins: 

Protective  Fur  Dressers'  Corp. 


394 


Badio: 

American  Federation  of  Musicians 

726.  749 
American  Society  of  Composers.  Au- 
thors and  Publishers     404.  585.  593 

Broadcast  Music.   Inc.  576 

Columbia  Broadcasting  System  675 

Radio  Corp.  of  America 371.  676 

Scophony  Corp.  of  America     837   i 

Badio  cabinets  and  equipment : 

Brown   298 

General  Instrument  Corp 853.  855 


Case  No. 

Ballroad  equipment: 

American   Locomotive  Co. 825 

Rail  Joint  Co.,  The 7m 

Bailroads: 
Association   of  American   Railroads, 

The   461.803 

Clements    262 

Gramlich    417 

Lake  Shore  Railway  Co 91 

Mellen  126 

Nevada  Northern  Railway  Co 388 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.,  The.   795 
New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford 

Railroad    Co 61,  158 

Northern  Securities  Co 19 

Pullman  Company,  The 546 

Railway   Employees'   Department   of 

A.  F.  of  L.    261 

Railway  Express  Agency,  Inc.  945 

Rellly    271 

Reading  Co. 47,  14« 

Rockefeller    163 

Southern  Pacific  Co. 153 

Terminal  Railroad  Ass'n   28,  140 

Union  Pacific  Railroad  Co. 56 

Universal  Carloading  and  Distributing 
Co.      939 

Balslns: 

California  Ass'n  Raisin  Co 219 

Bates,  Are  Insurance: 

Southeastern  Underwriters  Ass'n 744 

Bates,  freight: 

Allied  Van  Lines.  Inc. 790 

Association   of   American   Railroads. 

The  461.803 

Freightways   682 

Great  Lakes  Steamship  Co 339 

Joint  Traffic  Ass'n 13 

Mlddlewest  Motor  Freight  Bureau  .  775 

Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Co .     71 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.,  The    795 

Terminal  Railroad  Ass'n   28,  140 

Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass'n 2 

Bates,  Interest: 

Household  Finance  Corp 800 

Ruf us  Dewitt  King 799 

Bates,  railroad: 

Association   of  American   Railroads, 

The 461.  803 

Joint  Traffic  Ass'n     13 

Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Co.    154 

Missouri    Pacific   Railway   Co 71 

Terminal  Railroad  Ass'n   28,  140 

Trans-Missouri  Freight  Ass'n 2 

Bates,  real  estate  commission: 
National  Ass'n  of  Real  Estate  Boards 

902.  903 

Bates,  steamship: 

American-Asiatic  Steamship  Co 113 

Great  Lakes  Steamship  Co 339 

Hamburg-American   Co 83 

Pacific  &  Arctic  Railway  Co. lU 

Prine  Line.  Ltd. 118 

Basors  and  razor  blades: 

Gillette  Safety  Razor  Co 328 

Records.    See  Phonograph  records. 

Refrigerators : 

Coye  296 

Southern  California  Gas  Co. "05 

Westlnghouse  Electric  Supply  Co 597 
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Case  No. 
Begifters.  See  Cash  registers. 

Bendering  materials: 

John  Reardon  &  Sons  Co 78 

Besin.   See  also  Naval  stores. 
Cataim  Corp.  of  America 843,  844 

Ribbon : 
R.  G.  Buser  Silk  Corp 781 

Bice: 

California  Rice  Industry 619,  644 

Bivets: 

Bolt,    Nut    &    Rivet   Manufacturers' 

Ass'n 378 

Booflng  materials: 

American  Coal  Products  Co 139 

Asphalt  Shingle  &  Roofing  Institute    377 
Ludowici-Caladon  Co.  361 

National     Retail     Lumber     Dealers 

Ass'n 6J7 

Sheet  Metal  Ass'n.  Inc. 471.  490 

Bope  and  twine: 

California  Cotton  Mills  Co 791 

Bubber,  latex: 

United  States  Rubber  Co 967 

Bubber,  synthetic: 
Standard  Oil  Co.  (N.  J.)  695 


Bubber  heels: 

MlUer    


225 


Bugs: 

Institute  of  Carpet  Manufacturers  of 

America.  Inc 577 

Klearflax  Linen  Looms.  Inc 811 


Bust-prooflng: 
Parker  Rust  Proof  Co. 


760 


Safety  razors: 

Gillette  Safety  Razor  Oo.  328 

Salmon: 
Columbia  River  Packers  Ass'n,  Inc.      714 
New  York  Great  Atlantic  &   Pacific 
Tea  Co..  Inc.,  The 793 

Salt: 

Federal  Salt  Co 21.  22 

International  Salt  Co 828 

Sand  and  gravel: 
Goodwin-Gallagher    Sand    A    Gravel 

Corp.   220.222 

Long    Island    Sand   &    Gravel    Pro- 
ducers' Ass'n   ^66,  527 

New  York  Trap  Rock  Corp 963 

Smoot  Sand  &  Gravel  Corp 565 

Western  Pennsylvania  Sand  &  Gravel 
Ass'n   '♦96 


Sanitary  brass  goods: 

Brlggs  Manufacturing  Co. 


952 


Case  No. 
Screw  drivers: 

Phillips  Screw  Co 885 

Screws,  cross  recessed  head: 

Phillips  Screw  Co 885 

Sea  Food.    See  Fish. 

Securities.    See  Corporate  securities. 

Sheep:   ^Iso  see  Livestock. 

American   Meat  Institute 621 

Armour  &  Co 737 

Swift  &  Co 660 

Sheet  metal: 

Biegler  Co.    236 

Local   Union   No.    3   of  the   Interna- 
tional   Brotherhood    of    Electrical 

Workers    512 

Sheet  Metal  Ass'n.  Inc 471.  490 

Shipping: 
Far  East  Conference    938 

Shirting  cloth: 

Barnard  &  Co. 347 


Sardines : 

A.  B.  C.  Canning  Co 374 

5.898  Cases  of  Sardines 37 

Maine  Co-Operatlve  Sardine  Co 329 

Monterey  Sardine  Industries,  Inc. 

...  617.645 


Shoe  and  boot  lasts : 

Krentler-Arnold  Hinge  Last  Co. 


129 


Saw  frames  and  blades; 
Pltteburgh-Erle  Saw  Co. 


367 


Shoe  findings: 

Leather  and  Shoe  Finders  Ass'n  of 
Philadelphia  957 

Metropolitan  Leather  and  Findings 
Ass'n.,   Inc..   The    956 

Miller    225 

Northwest  Shoe  Finders'  Credit  Bu- 
reau         324 

Shoe  machin«'ry: 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Co 101 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Co.  of  New 

Jersey 130 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Corp 169.  911 

Winslow   95 

Shoe  machinery,  parts  and  supplies: 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Corp 911 

Silverware : 

Eighteen  Karat  Club 317 

Shreve,  Treat  &  Eacret 312 

Sisal : 

Pan- American  Commission  Corp 173 

Sisal  Sales  Corp 290 

Slate : 
Albion  Vein  Slate  Co. 579 

Sleeping  cars: 
Pullman  Co.,  The S46 

Soap: 

Barbers'  Supply  Dealers  Ass'n 214 

Colgate  &  Co.    195.  212.  292 

Procter  &  Gamble  Co.,  The 748 

Soda,  caustic: 

United   States   Alkali   Export  Ass'n. 
Inc.   796 

Soda,  nitrate  of: 

Chilean  Nitrate  Sales  Corp 457 

Soda-ash : 
Solvay  Process  Co 716 

Soil  pipe: 

Central  Foundry  Co 246 

Sponges,  natural: 
Tarpon  Springs  Sponge  Exchange. . . 
766.  880 

Sprinkler  systems: 
Automatic  Sprinkler  Co.  of  America 
854 


i 
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CaM  No. 

Steftmship : 

American- Asiatic  Steamship  Co 113 

Far  East  Conference    938 

Great  Lakes  Steamship  Co 339 

Great  Lakes  Towing  Co 73 

Hamburg-American  Co 83 

Inter-Island    Steam    Navigation    Co. 

Ltd 969 

Moore    217,  218 

New  York,  New  Haven  &  Hartford 

R.  Co 158 

Pacific  &  Arctic  Railway  Co 109,  111 

Prince  Line,  Ltd 118 

Steel: 

Mather    408 

National  Malleable  &  Steel  Castings 

Co 282 

O'Brien  257 

Republic  Steel   Corp 407 

United  States  Steel  Corp 98 

Steel,  fabricated: 

Columbia  Steel  Co 888 

Steel,  rolled: 

Columbia  Steel  Co 888 

Steel,  stainless: 

Allegheny  Ludlum  Steel  Corp 810,  815 

Steel  condait: 

Local  Union  No.  3  of  the  Interna- 
tional Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
Workers   510 

Stock,  capital.      See  Corporate  securi- 
ties. 

Stokers,  automatic  coal.     Bee  Heating 
equipment. 

Stones : 

Albion  Vein  Slate  Co 579 

Barre  Granite  Ass'n,  Inc 801 

Bricklayers',    Masons'   &   Plasterers' 

International  Union    251 

Chicago  &  Cook  County  Building  & 

Construction  Trades  Council 488 

Cleveland  Stone  Co. 132 

Journeymen  Stone  Cutters  Ass'n 323 

Mitchell    314 

National   Retail   Monument   Dealers' 

Ass'n    186 

New  York  Trap  Rock  Corp 963 

Strikes.    See  Unions. 

Sngar: 

American  Sugar  Refining  Co 64,  80 

Corn  Derivatives  Institute 382 

Great  Western  Sugar  Co 357,  364 

Knight  Co.,   E.  C.    4 

New  York  Coffee  &  Sugar  Exchange. 

Inc.     275 

Sugar  Institute   379 

Snlphuric  acid.    See  Chemicals. 

Snrgical  supplies: 

American  Surgical  Trade  Ass'n 592 

Johnson  &  Johnson    878 

Switches.    See  Electrical  Materials  and 
Equipment. 

Sjrmp.    See  Corn  products. 


Tabulating  cards: 
International  Business  Machines  Corp.  381 

Tabulating  machines: 

International  Business  Machines  Corp.  381 


Case  No. 

Talking  machines  and  records: 

Victor  Talking  Machine  Co 198 

Tallow.    See  Rendering  materials. 

Tanks  and  pnmps: 

Bowser  &  Co 168 

Tanning  machinery: 

United  Shoe  Machinery  Corp 912 

Tanning  products  and  materials: 
Forestal  Land,  Timber  &  Railways, 

Ltd 787 

Tanners  Products  Co 300 

Tannin  Corp.,  The 745 

Taxlcabs: 

Yellow  Cab  Co 860 

Telephone   and    telegraph   communica- 
tion: 
American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co.  147 
International    Brotherhood    of    Elec- 
trical Workers  135 

Postal  Telegraph  &  Cable  Corp 427 

Western  Union  Telegraph  Co 428 

Telephone  equipment: 

American  Telephone  &  Telegraph  Co. 

147.  971 

Philips    88f 

Western  Electric  Co.,  Inc 971 

Television  equipment: 

Scophony  Corp.  of  America 837 

Terminal  facilities: 

Boston  Market  Terminal  Co 872 

Terminal  Railroad  Ass'n 28,  140 

Terra  cotta: 

American  Terra  Cotta  &  Ceramic  Co. 

242,  256 

Atlantic  Terra  Cotta  Co 241 

Textiles: 

Barnard  &  Co 347 

Interlaken  Mills   197 

Kluge    189 

Textile  Machine  Works   905 

Textile  Reflnishers  Ass'n 414 

Wellington-Sears   Co.,   Inc. 550 

Wool  Institute,  Inc 375 

Thread : 

American  Thread  Co 137 

Tickets,  amusement: 

American  Amusement  Ticket  Manu- 
facturers'  Ass'n   319 

TUe: 

Alexander  &  Reed  Co. 239 

American  Refractories  Institute 622 

Belfl 194 

Chicago  Mosaic  &  Tiling  Co. 180 

Detroit  Tile  Contractors  Ass'n 545 

Ludowlcl-Celadon   Co 361,  363 

Mosaic  Tile  Co.,  The 483,  536 

Pittsburgh   Tile  St  Mantel   Contrac- 
tors' Ass'n  501 

St.  Louis  Tile  Contractors'  Ass'n 

526,  543 

Tile  Contractors'  Ass'n  of  America. 

Inc.     533 

Tile  Manufacturers'  Credit  Ass'n 248 

Wheeling  Tile  Co 467 

Tin  cans.    See  Containers,  metal  and 
fibre. 

Tires: 

Cooper  Corp.,  The 442 

General  Tire  &  Rubber  Co 725 


Case  No. 
Tires  and  tubes: 

National  City  Lines.  Inc 890,  891 

Rubber  Manufacturers  Ass'n.,  Inc. . .  897 

Titanium  compounds: 

National  Lead  Co 780,  802 

Tobacco : 

American  Tobacco  Co.,  The 49,  547 

One  Hundred  and  Seventy-five  Cases 

of  Cigarettes   52 

Steers    66 

Sumatra  Purchasing  Corp 203,  213 

Tennessee  Retail  Grocers  Ass'n 701 

Washington    Wholesale    Tobacco    & 

Candy    Distributors    607,730 

Wholesale  Tobacco  Dealers  Bureau  of 

Southern  California    625 

Toilet  articles: 

Barbers'  Supply  Dealers  Ass'n 214 

Colgate  &   Co 195,  212,  292 

Hudnut    266 

National  Ass'n  of  Retail  Druggists      697 
New     York     State     Pharmaceutical 
Ass'n    765 

Tomatoes : 

Ozark  Canners  Ass'n,  Inc 759 

Utah  Products  Ass'n 643 

Tools  and  dies,  metal: 

Barber-Colman  Co 646 

General  Electric  Co 553.  650 

National  Acme  Co 882 

Towing: 
Great  Lakes  Towing  Co 73 

Trade-marks: 

Bausch  &  Lomb  Optical  Company  . .  559 

Bayer  Company,   Inc.      628 

duPont  de  Nemours  &  Co.,  I.  E 728 

Electric  Storage  Battery  Co 821 

Gamewell  Co 873,  874 

General  Aniline  &  Film  Co 671 

General  Electric  Co 575,  747 

Merck  &  Co..    Inc 784 

Norma-Hoffman  Bearings  Corp 867 

Permutlt  Company   829 

SKF  Industries,  Inc 866 

Southern  Pine  Association   494,  495 

Sperry  Corp 733 

Synthetic  Nitrogen  Products  Corp. . 

459,  639 

TImken   Roller  Bearing  Co 865 

West  Coast  Lumbermen's  Association 

563 

Western  Pine  Association   561,  586 

Transportation.      See    Motor    Carrier, 
Railroads,  Steamship,   Trucking. 

Travel  agencies: 

Inter-Island    Steam    Navigation    Co. 
Ltd '969 

Tracking: 

Allied  Van  Lines.  Inc 790 

Arthur  Morgan  Trucking  Co 484.  568 

Association  of  American  Railroads. . .  461 

Freightways    682 

Fruit  &  Produce  Trade  Ass'n  of  New 

,  York     764 

Lwal  No.    202  of  the   International 

Brotherhood  of  Teamsters         393,  412 
Local   807  of   International   Brother- 
hood    of     Teamsters.     Chauffeurs, 
Stablemen  &  Helpers  of  America 
433,  448 


Case  No. 

Trucking— continued 

Market  Truckmen's  Ass'n 392 

Market    Truckmen's    Ass'n    of    New 

York 819 

McGlone    399,  405,  421 

Mercer 380 

MIddlewest  Motor  Freight  Bureau.  .  .   775 
Milk  Haulers  &  Dairy  Workers  Union 

Local  916  840 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.,  The.   795 

O'Brien   257 

United  Sea  Food  Workers'  Union 397 

Trucks,  mixer  concrete: 

Carrozzo.   Michael    538 

Drivers.  Chauffeurs  &  Helpers  Local 
Union  No.  639  of  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters.  Chauf- 
feurs. Stablemen  &  Helpers  of 
America    460 

Turpentine.    See  Naval  stores. 

Twine,  binder: 

International  Harvester  Co 115 

Pan-American  Commission  Corp 173 

Sisal  Sales  Corp 290 

Typewriters : 

Underwood  Elliott  Fisher  Co 450,  517 


U 

Umbrellas: 

National  Umbrella  Frame  Co 48 

Unions: 

Agler  9a 

Alden  Paper  Co 352 

American  Federation  of  Musicians . .  .   726 

Andrews  Lumber  &  Mill  Co 223,  240 

Artery   166 

Arthur  Morgan  Trucking  Co.   ...  484.  568 
Associated    Plumbing    and    Heating 

Merchants    51s 

Bay   Area   Painters   and   Decorators 

Joint  Committee,  The 763 

Beardslee    Chandelier    Manufacturer 

Co 491 

Beatrice  Creamery  Co 589 

B.  Goedde  &  Co 562 

Borden  Co.,   The 435,  556 

Boyle  167 

Bricklayers'.    Masons'   &   Plasterers' 

International   Union    251 

Brooker    Engineering   Co 508,  679 

Building  &  Construction  Trades  Coun- 
cil of  New  Orleans 482 

Carrozzo.   Michael   538 

Cassidy       u 

Central  Supply  Ass'n,  The  514 

Chicago   and   Cook  County   Building 

&  Construction  Trades  Council  488 

Chicago  Master  Steam  Fitters'  Ass'n.  235 

Clements    262 

Columbia  River  Packers  Ass'n.  Inc. . .   714 
Contracting  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  Long 

Beach,  Inc 439 

Cotton   99 

5^bs    8,  8a!  8b.  9 

Detroit  Tile  Contractors  Ass'n 545 

Drivers,  Chauffeurs  &  Helpers  Local 
Union  No.  639  of  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters.  Chauf- 
feurs.   Stablemen   and   Helpers    of 

America    460 

Elliott   10 
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Unions — continued 
Empire  Hat  and  Cap  Manufacturing 

Co.    .      

Employing  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  Alle- 
gheny County  

Excavators  Administrative  Ass'n.  Inc. 

Fitzgerald  

Fur  Dressers  Factor  Corp. 

Glass  Contractors'  Ass'n  

Glaze-Rite  Co. 

Glaziers  Local  No.  27  of  Chicago,  etc. 

Gramllch 

Great  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Tea  Co. 

Greater  New  York  Live  Poultry 
Chamber  of  Commerce 348,  356. 

Haines    102, 

Halibut  Liver  Oil  Producers  732, 

Harbor  District  Chapter.  National 
Electrical  Contractors*  Ass'n      492. 

Harvel 

Heating.  Piping  and  Air  Condition- 
ing Contractors  Ass'n  of  Southern 
California    486, 

Hency  

Hoffman .  Nat        

Hutcheson.  William  L. 

Industrial  Ass'n  of  San  Francisco 

International  Brotherhood  of  Elec- 
trical Workers  

International  Longshoremen's  Ass'n 

Jones 

Journeymen  Stone  Cutters'  Ass'n 

Krewoskl 

Levlne  Waste  Paper  Co. 

Local  Union  No.  3  of  the  Interna- 
tional Brotherhood  of  Electrical 
Workers    510.  511. 

Local  Union  No.  99.  Sheet  Metal 
Workers  International  Ass'n 

Local  No.    202   of   the   International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  etc. 
393, 

Local  807  of  International  Brother- 
hood of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs, 
Stablemen  &  Helpers  of  America 

433. 

Local  36.  International  Fishermen  & 

Allied  Workers  of  America 
Lumber    Institute     of    Allegheny 

County 

Lumber  Products  Ass'n,  Inc 

Marble  Contractors'  Ass'n 
Market  Truckmen's  Ass'n 
Mason  Contractors'  Ass'n  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia 

Master  Plasterers'  Ass'n  of  San  Fran- 

clsco  

McGlone '♦OS. 

Meyers    

Milk    Haulers    and    Dairy    Workers 

Union  Local  916 

Mitchell    

Mosaic  Tile  Co.,  The 

National   Container   Ass'n  

Needle    Trades    Workers    Industrial 

Union 
New     York     Electrical     Contractors' 

Ass'n.    Inc 

Nick.  John  P..  and  Clyde  A.  Weston 
Painters'  District  Council  No.  2.  etc. 
Painters'  District  Council  No.   14  of 

Pittsburgh  Tile  A  Mantel  Contrac- 
tors' Ass'n  


659 

507 
478 
205 
3Q6 
524 
464 
359 
417 
612 

368 
103 
762 

629 
267 


628 
272 
515 

462 
277 

135 

48!? 
228 
^2i 
306 
569 


512 
519 

412 

448 
869 

498 

540 
500 
392 

504 

479 
421 

345 

840 
314 
483 
516 

395 

513 

534 
372 

349 

501 


Case  No. 

Unions — continued 
Plumbing  A  Heating  Industries  Ad- 
ministrative Ass'n,  Inc 476 

Powell  264 

Railway  Elmployees*   Department  of 

A.  F.  of  U 261 

Ray    $7,  58 

Rellly    271 

Rlntelen    170 

St.  Louis  Tile  Contractors'  Ass'n     . . 

526.  543 

San    Francisco    Electric    Contractors 

Ass'n,   Inc.  .  472.  502 

Santa  Barbara  County  Chapter,   Na- 
tional Electrical  Contractors  Ass'n 

499.  630 

Tile  Contractors'  Ass'n  of  America. 

Inc.,  The 533 

Union  Painters  Administrative  Ass'n. 

Inc.       477 

United  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  A 

Joiners  of  America  487 

United  Sea  Food  Workers'  Union  397 

Voluntary  Code  of  the  Heating,  Pip- 
ing  A    Air   Conditioning   Industry 

for  Allegheny  County.  Penn. 468 

Wallace        340 

Wheeling  Tile  Co.  467 

White  142.151 

Wholesale  Waste  Paper  Co 570.  688 

Williams  263 

Wine.  Liquor  and  Distillery  Workers 

Union.   Local  No.   20244               445,  463 
Wood.   Wire  and  Metal  Lathers*  In- 
ternational Union  Local  No.  46 

521.  522.  523 

Worklngmen's  Amalagamated  Coun- 
cil           7 


Valve  bags: 

Bates  Valve  Bag  Corp. 355 

Valves: 

Schrader's  Son 200,  260 

Vanadium : 

Union  Carbide  A  Carbon  Corp.   .  852.  940 

Varnish.     See  Painting  materials  and 
equipment. 

Vegetables.    Bee  Fruit  and  vegetables. 

Vietrolas.    See  Talking  machines. 

Vitamins.    See  also  Drugs. 
Halibut  Liver  Oil  Producers         732.  762 
Wisconsin  Alumni  Research  Founda- 
tion V.  Rene  Douglas  762.  note 


Wall  paper: 

Pearce  90 

Wall  Paper  Institute.  The  928.  929 

War  mnnitions.    See  Munitions,  Ammu- 
nition, Explosives. 

Warehouse  facilities: 

Allied  Van  Lines 790 

Washing  machines: 
Bendlx   Home  Appliances,  Inc.   and 
Telecoin  Corp 8«l 

Waste  paper: 

Levlne  Waste  Paper  Co. 569 

Wholesale  Waste  Paper  Co 570.  688 


Case  No. 

Watches  and  watch  eases: 

Elgin  National  Watch  Co 657 

Hamilton   Watch  Co 656 

Keystone  Watch  Case  Co lOS 

Waltham  Watch  Co 655 

Water  conditioning  apparatas: 

Permutit  Co.,  The  829 

Wallace  A  Tleman  Co 875.  876 

Welding  rods,  arc: 

Llnde  Air  Products  Co.,  The 846 

Wharf  faciUties: 

MacLeod  Bureau      847 

North  Pacific  Wharves  A  Trading  Co. 

108.  no 

Pacific  A  Arctic  Ry.  Co 109,  111 

Whiskey: 
Greenhut      5 

Window  glass.    Bee  Glass,  flat. 

Wine: 
Wine.   Liquor  A  Distillery  Workers 
Union,   Local  No.   20244 445.  463 


Case  No. 

Wire: 

Palmer    88.  88a.  88b,  88d.  88g 

Roebllng    88c 

Wire  goods: 

National  Retail  Lumber  Dealers  Ass'n  677 
Wlckwlre  Spencer  Steel  Corp 255 

Wire  rope: 

Jackson    88h 

Wood,  kindling: 

Standard  Wood  Co 94 

Wood  furniture: 

duPont  de  Nemours,  E.  I.  Co.,  Inc 932 

Wood  products: 

Hoffman,  Nat  515 

Wrecking: 
Chapman    164 

Wringers : 
American  Wringer  Co 156 
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Aeqnisttlon  of  eompetltor'a  ■lock 

.  export  association   36 

.  restrictions    13 

Acquisition  of  control 

.  air   carriers    54 

.  telegraph  carriers   50 

"Acts  to  reffulmte  commerce"  defined. .  .24 

AdTertlstniT  service  charges 

.  discriminatory  23 

Agents  of  corporation 

.  liability  for  violations  of  antitrust 
laws    20 

Afreementa 

.  between  air  carriers,  filing  with  Civil 
Aeronautics  Authority   56 

.  between  carriers,  filing  with  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Commission     .48 

.  between  telegraph  carriers,  filing  with 
Federal  Communications  Commis- 
sion     50 

.  between  water  carriers,  filing  with 
Maritime  Commission    38 

.  export  association   agreements   36 

.  marketing  agreements 

between    Secretary    of    Agriculture 
and  farmers   45 

.  .  between  Secretary  of  Agrrlculture 
and  handlers  of  anti-hog  cholera 
serum  and  hog-cholera  virus 47 

.  not  to  use  competitor's  goods 12 

.  price  control  by  packers   47 

.  restraint  of  commerce — see  Contracts: 
restraint  of  commerce 

Agricnltaral  Adjustment  Act 62 

.  antl-hog-cholera  serum,  provisions  re- 
lating to  46 

.  hog-cholera  virus,  provisions  relating 
to     46 

Agricultural  associations   13,  41,  42 

Information   published  by    42 

.  marketing  agreements  with  Secretary 
of  Agriculture   45 

Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  of 
1937 45 

"Agricultural  products"  defined  43 

Air  carriers — see  Common  carriers 

Antidumping  provisions  of  Revenue  Act 
of  1916 34 

"Antitrust  Acts"  defined 

•  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act 25 

Antitrust  Division,  Department  of  Justice 

Jurisdiction  of  62 

"Antitrust  laws"  defined 

•  Clayton  Act   9 

Appeals 

to  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  60 

to  Supreme  Court 60 


"Aquatic  products"  defined  44 

Ashnrst-Sumners  Act   62 

Association 

.  as  corporation   24 

.  as  person — see  Person,  defined 

.  defined 

.    .  Marine  Insurance  Association  Act    40 

.    .  Webb-Pomerene  Act  35 

Attorney  General 

.  certification  of  small  businesses  Im- 
mune from  antitrust  laws   58 

.  enforcement  of  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission Act  32 

.  notification  of  disposal  of  surplus 
property  53 

.  surveys  and  reports  on  monopoliza- 
tion in  war  industries 58 

Attorneys  fees,  damage  salts — see  Treble 
damage  suits 


Banks 

Federal  Reserve  Board  enforcing  Clay- 
ton  Act    18 

.  Interlocking  directorates  14 

Bee  raising 

marketing  products  of  43 

Bidding   in   securities   dealings  and  con- 
struction contracts,  interstate  carriers.  16 

Books  of  account 

.  as  evidence   24 

.  required    from   parties   to   marketing 
agreement   45 

Branches,   formation   of    14 

Brokerage  on  sales  or  purchases  11 

Bulwinkle  Act (note  39) 

Burden  of  proof 

rebutting  price  discrimination  accusa- 
tion   11 

Business  discontinued 

prices  of  goods  changed 11 


Capper- Volstead   Act    41 

Cargo  boats 

.  excluded  from  definition  of  "common 
carrier  by  water  In  foreign  com- 
merce"     38 

Carriers 

.  Bulwinkle  Act  4g 

.  definition 48 

Cease  and  desist  orders 

.  agricultural  organization  monopolies    42 

.  air  carrier  monopolies  54 

Civil  Aeronautics  Authority,  Issued  by 
56 
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Cease  and  desist  orders — continued 

Clayton  Act  violations       17,  18.  19 

.  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  viola- 
tions 25 
fishery  association  monopolies   44 

Certificate,  expediting  actions  by  U.  S.     60 

Certification 

small   businesses   Immune   from   anti- 
trust laws   58 

Cliaritable  Institutions 

supplies  purchased  at  reduced  prices  .24 

Churches 

supplies  purchased  at  reduced  prices  .24 

Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 

appeal  from   district  court  decree  or 

judgment  gj 

review  of  Clayton  Act  violations        .   18 
review  of  Federal  Trade  Commission 
Act  violations     26 

CIvU  Aeronautics  Act  of  1938     54 

Civil  Aeronautics  Authority 

agreements  filed  with  .         $$ 

approval  of  mergers  of  air  carriers      54 
cease  and  desist  orders  Issued  by  56 

enforcement  of  antitrust  provisions  re 

air  carriers 57 

.  hearings  55 

Investigations  by S5 

Civil  Aeronaatics  Board 

Clajrton   Act    


54  (note  43) 

9 

Combinations  in  restraint  of  commerce 
corporation    acquiring    stock    of    an- 
other corporation     13 

District   of   Columbia 8 

electi-ical  energy,  monopoly   .  53 

foreign  commerce  7 

forfeiture  of  property  In  transit  9 

import  trade  35 

.  interstate  commerce  7 

labor  organizations 13 

penalties  7  8 

Territories  of  United  Stotes  .  . .'  8 

Commerce 

defined 
Clayton  Act    . .  jq 

Federal  Trade  Commission  Act         24 
foreign — see  Foreign  commerce 
Interstate — see  Interstate  commerce 

Commissions  on  sales  or  purchases  11 

Commodity  Exchange  Act       62 

"Common  carrier  by   water"  defined        38 

"Common    carrier    by    water    In    foreign 
commerce"  defined  38 

"Common  carrier  by  water  In  interstate 
commerce"  defined  33 

Common  carrier* 

.  air  carriers 

cease  and  desist  orders  56 

consolidation,    merger  and   acquisi- 
tion of  control  54 

exemption  from  antitrust  laws     .!.57 

interlocking  relationships    55 

unfair  competition    $6 


Common  carriers — continued 

branches  acquired 14 

competitive  bidding  In  securities  deal- 
ings and  construction  contracts. . .     16 

construction  contracts   15 

definitions    ■..'..  4B 

embezzlement  by  ofllcers  of,  penalty    I6 
enforcement  of  Clayton  Act  provisions 

exemption  from  antitrust  laws  ".         48 

Interlocking  relationships  14 

air  carriers  55 

Investigation  of  competitive  bidding    17 
penalties  for  violating  competitive  bid- 
ding provisions  of  Clayton  Act  .     17 
radio   communication,    antitrust   laws 
applicable  52 

securities  dealings I6 

ships  38 
suit    for    Injunction    by    party    dam- 
aged   20 

telegraph  carriers,  merger  or  consoli- 
dation of 50 

theft  by  officers,  penalty 16 

water  carriers '38 

excluded   from   provisions  of  Sher- 
man  Act    39 

Communications  Act  of  1934  50 


Company— see  Corporation 

Compensation  for  sales  or  porchasea        11 

Compensation  for  services   n 

Competition,   unfair   practices    25 

air    carriers    55 

corporation   acquiring   stock   of   com- 
petitor 13 

discrimination      24 

export   trade    35 

Import  trade     35 

prevention  by  Federal  Trade  Commis- 
sion 26 
procedure  for  prevention                        26 
war  Industries .59 

Competitive  bidding,  common  carriers  .    16 
Complaints,  service  of 

agricultural  association  violating  anti- 
trust laws   42 

Clayton  Act   .18,  20 

Federal  Trade  Commission  Act      24!  27 
fishery  association  violating  antitrust 
laws   44 

import  trade  violations      . .  34 

Sherman  Act 8 

Condemnation 

property  Illegally  Imported  34 

Connally  Act ^ 

Consent  decreet 

Clayton  Act  violation  proceeding! 12 

Consignee,   imports    35 

ConRolidation 

air  carriers  54 

telegraph  carriers    ....  SO 

Conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce 

foreign  commerce 7 

forfeiture  of  property  in  transit 9 

Import  trade  .'.'.'.'.' ii 


Conspiracy  in  restraint  of  Commerce— con- 
tinued 

.  Interstate  commerce  7 

.  labor  organizations  13 

.  penalty  7,  8 

.  Territories  of  United  States  8 

Construction  contracts,  common  carriers 

16 

Contempt  of  court  22 

.  jury  trial   for    22 

.  limitation  of  action  22 

Contracts 

.  between  air  carriers,  filed  with  Civil 

Aeronautics  Authority  56 

between  water  carriers  38 

construction,  competitive  bidding 16 

restraint  of  commerce 

.  agreement  not  to  use  competitor's 

goods  12 

.  corporation  acquiring  stock  of  an- 
other corporation    13 

.  court  proceedings  8 

.  District  of  Columbia 8 

.  electrical  energy,  monopoly 53 

.  export  association  agreements  36 

.  foreign  commerce 7 

.  forfeiture  of  property  In  transit. ...  9 

.  import  trade    33 

.  Interstate  commerce  7 

.  packers   47 

.  penalties      7,  8 

.  territorial   commerce    8 

.  treble  damage  suits  9 

Cooperative  Marketing  Act  43 

Cooperatives 

.  farm  associations  41 

.  returns  to  members   23 

Corporation 

.  acquiring  stock  of  other  corporation 
— see    Acquisition    of    competitor's 
stock 
.  as  person— see  Person,  defined 
classification  by  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission     28 

.  defined  by  Federal  Trade  Commission 

Act    24 

where  process  served   19 

Correspondence  as  evidence    24 

Court  procedure 

air  carriers  violating  antitrust  laws    57 

Qayton  Act  violations   18,  20 

contempt  of  court  22 

•  contracts  in  restraint  of  Import  trade 

33 

expediting  actions  by  United  States    60 

farm  association  monopolies  43 

Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  vlola- 
Uon    26.  27 

publicity  of  62 

.  relief,  suits  referred  to  Federal  Trade 
Commission  29 

•  Sherman  Act  violations  8 

Crop  information 

•  disseminated  by  agricultural  associa- 

tion     43 

Customers,  selective   11 


Dairymen's  associations — see  Agricultural 
associations 

Damages 

suit  for  Injunction   20 

treble  damage  suits 

.  Clayton  Act   12 

.  Illegal  Importing  of  property  . .        34 
.  Importing   at   less   than   market   or 

wholesale  price  34 

.    .  Sherman  Act   9 

Dealings  In  securities,  common  carriers.  .16 

Definitions 

Clayton  Act   9 

Cooperative  Marketing  Act 43 

Federal  Trade  Commission  Act   24 

Fisheries  Cooperative  Marketing  Act.  .43 
Marine  Insurance  Association  Act. . .  .40 

McCarran  Act  (insurance)   40 

Sherman  Act 9 

Shipping  Act.  1916   38 

Depositions 

.  Federal  Trade  Commission  30 

Differentials,   prices    10 

Directors,  banks  14 

Discounts 

cooperatives    23 

.   discriminatory   23 

no  sei-vices  rendered  11 

Discriminatory  advertising  charges 23 

Discriminatory  contracts    12 

Discriminatory  discounts    23 

Discriminatory  prices — see  Price  discrim- 
ination 

Discriminatory  rebates    23 

Disposal  of  surplus  property 58 

Distress  sales,  prices 11 

District  Courts 

.  contempt  of  court  22 

jurisdiction 
.    .  agricultural   association   monopolies 

42 

Clayton  Act  violations  20 

.  embezzlement 16 

Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  vio- 
lation      29 

.  fishery  association  monopolies 44 

Import  trade  violations  33.  34 

Judicial   Code  provisions    59 

Sherman  Act  violations  8 

prosecution  for  embezzlement  by  offi- 
cers of  Interstate  carrier 16 

District  of  Columbia 

contract  combination  or  conspiracy  in 
restraint  of  commei  .e  8 

Dividends  paid 

.  farm  associations   41 

.  fishery  associations   44 

Dock  facilities 

excluded   from  definition  of  common 
carrier  by  water   38 
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I 


Docnmentary  evidence 

defined  by  Federal  Trade  Commission 

Act    24 

.  Federal  Trade  Conunlssion's  access  to 

30 

.  Immunity  provision    61 

Docnments,  falsification  of 31 


Earning^s  of  cooperatives 

returned  to  members   23 

Economic  Information 

disseminated   by  agricultural  associa- 
tion     43 

Electrical  eneriry  or  services 

monopoly  on  53 

Elimination  of  competition — see  Competi- 
tion, unfair  practices 

Elkins  Act 62 

Embezzlement 
.  officers  of  Interstate  carrier,  penalties 

16 

Employees  of  banks  H 

Enforcement 

.  Civil  Aeronautics  Act  56 

.  Clayton  Act    17 

.   Federal  Trade  Commission  Act 32 

.   FisJierles  Cooperative  Marketing  Act.  .44 
.  Webb-Pomerene  Act  (export  trade) . .  .37 

Equal  pay  for  services  or  facilities 11 

Equal  services  or  facilities  to  porchasers 

12 

Evidence 

.  agricultural  association  monopolies     .42 

.  Clayton  Act  violations  18,  19 

.  documentary    24 

access  to.   by  Federal   Trade  Com- 
mission    30 

.   farm  association  monopolies  42 

.   Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  viola- 
tions   26 

.  fishery  association  monopolies  44 

.  immunity  provision  45 

.  publicity  in  taking   62 

Exclusive  dealing  agreements 12 

Expediting  Act   . 60 

Export  association  agreements 36 

Export  trade 36 

.  acquisition  of  stock  of  other  export 
associations  36 

.  defined  by  Webb-Pomerene  Act 36 

.  domestic  trade  not  restrained  by  ac- 
quiring stock  of  another  corporation 
36 

.  export  associations  registered  with 
Federal  Trade  Commission  37 

.  price  discrimination   36 

.  unfair  competition    36 


63 


Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  

Farm  associations — see  Agricultural  asso- 
ciations 

Farmers'  marketing  agreements   45 

Federal  Aleoliol  Administration  Act 63 

Federal  Communications  Commission 

enforcement  of  Clayton  Act  17 

Federal   Power   Act    53 

Federal  Power  Commission 

water  development,  licenses  issued 53 

Federal  Register  Act   63 

Federal  Reserve  Board 

enforcement  of  Clayton  Act  18 


Federal  Trade  Commission 

access  to  documentary  evidence  30 

.  antitrust  decree  referred  to   29 

.  depositions  30 

documents  falsified,  penalties .31 

.   enforcement  of  Clayton  Act  .17 

.  enforcement   of    Webb-Pomerene   Act 

(export  trade)   33 

.  export  associations  registered  with   ...  37 
.  failure  to  answer  subpoena,  penalties 

31 

.  Information  published  by   28 

.    .  unauthorized    32 

.  Information  requested  from  other  gov- 
ernment departments 30 

investigation  of  corporations 28 

investigation  of  foreign  trade  condi- 
tions   28 

quantity  limits  fixed  by  10 

.  radio  licenses  revoked  by  52 

.  reports  required  by  28 

failure  to  file    31 

.  subpoena  of  witnesses 30 

.  suits  referred  to  by  court  29 

Federal   Trade  Commission  Act 24 

enforcement  by  Attorney  General  32 

Ferryboats,  common  carriers 38 

Financial  records  as  evidence   24 

Fisheries  Cooperative  Marketing  Act     .   43 

agricultural  association  monopoly 44 

Foreign  commerce 

agricultural  association  monopoly 42 

.  air  carriers   54 

.  common  carrier  by  water  38 

.  contracts,    combinations   or   conspira- 
cies In  restraint  of 7,  42 

Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  24 

fishery  association  monopoly   44 

investlKatlon  of  conditions  by  Federal 

Trade   Commission    28 

ships  violating  antitrust  laws  excluded 
from  Panama  Canal   53 

Forestry 

marketing  of  edible  products  of 43 

Forfeitures 

Immunity  Provision  of  1903  61 

property  illegally  imported    34 

.  property  in  transit,  violation  of  Sher- 
man Act  9 


Freight  Forwarders  Act  63 

Fruit  growers'  associations — see  Agricul- 
tural associations 


O 

drain  Futures  Act  62 

Oreat  Lakes  shipping 38 

H 
Hearings 

.  agricultural  association  monopolies ...  42 

.  air  carrier  monopolies   55 

.  Clayton  Act  violations   18 

.  expediting,  on  receipt  of  certificate  by 
Attorney  General   60 

.  export  trade  violations  36 

.  farm  association  monopolies  42 

.  Federal  Trade  Commission   25 

.  fishery  association  monopolies  44 

.  publicity  of     62 

.  Sherman  Act  violations 8 

Wilson  Tariff  Act  violations  33 

Ilorticultnral  organizations — see  Agricul- 
tural associations 

Hortlcnitural  products 

.  marketing  associations 43 

Hospitals 

supplies  purchased  at  reduced  prices  .23 

I 

Immunity,  Act  D<!flning  Bight  of 61 

Immunity  Provision  of  1903   61 

Import  trade 

.  competition,  unfair  practices 35 

.  contracts   in   restraint  of.   penalties    33 

imports  at  less  than  market  value 35 

imports  at  less  than  wholesale  price.  .35 

Information  published 

cooperative  marketing  associations ...  43 

•  Federal   Trade  Commission    28 

Information  required 

Federal   Trade  Commission    30 

•  Secretary  of  Commerce  requiring  ag- 

ricultural .marketing  agreements. .  .45 
Injunctions 

•  Capper-Volstead  Act  (agricultural  as- 

soclations)    violations    45 

•  Clayton   Act    21  (note  12) 

•  labor  disputes   22 

Injuries,  treble  damage  suits— see  Treble 

damages  suits 

Insurance  companies        40 

•  exemption  from  antitrust  laws 40 

marine,   excepted   from  provisions  of 

Clayton    Act    40 

Interlocking  relationship* 

•  air  carriers  .  ee 
.  banks    '.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'.'..'.'.'."  u 

•  common  carriers .15,  55 

International  banking   14 


Interstate  commerce 

.  agricultural  association  monopoly 42 

.  common  carriers  by  water  38 

.  contracts,    combinations  or   conspira- 
cies in  restraint  of  7 

.  Federal  Trade  (Commission  Act .24 

.  fishery  association  monopoly  44 

Interstate  Conunerce  Act 48,  63 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission 

.  agreements    between    carriers 48 

enforcement  of  Clayton  Act 17 

Inventions 

.  disposal  as  surplus  property 58 

Investigations 

.  air  carrier  monopolies    55 

.  Antitrust  Division  of  Department  of 

Justice    62 

.  Civil  Aeronautics  Authority   55 

.  competitive     bidding     by     Interstate 

carriers    15 

corporations,  by  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission     28 

.  export  trade  violation  37 

.  foreign    trade   conditions   by   Federal 

Trade  Commission    28 

import  trade  violations 35  (note  24) 

Investment,  stock  acquired  for 13 

I 
Judgments 

.  prima  facie  evidence   12 

Judicial  Code  Provisions   59 

Jurisdiction  of  courts 

.   air  carriers  violating  antitrust  laws   .  57 

.  Clayton  Act  violations   12,  19,  20 

.  contracts  to  restrain  Import  trade ....  33 

.  district    courts    60 

.  embezzlement  by  officers  of  Interstate 
carriers     16 

.  farm  association  monopolies 42 

.  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act  viola- 
tion     26,  30 

.  Sherman  Act  violations   8 

.  ships  violating  antitrust  laws 53 

Supreme  Court  review  of  district  court 
decrees   59 

I. 

Labor  as  article  of  commerce 13 

Labor  disputes 

.  Injunctions   prohibited    21 

Labor  organizations   13 

Land  Grant  Act  63 

Lease 

agreement    not    to    use    competitors' 
goods    12 

Liability  of  corporation  directors  or  offi- 
cers  20 

Libraries 

.  supplies  purchased  at  reduced  prices.  .24 
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Licenses 

radio     communications     revoked     for 

violation  of  antitrust  laws   52 

.  water  power  development         53 

Livestock  mmrketiBf  ftuociatiou 43 

Losses,  salt  for  Injunction 20 


Marine  Insonnce  Association  Act  40 

"Marine  insnrance  companies"  defined    40 

Maritime  Commission 

contracts  between  water  carriers  filed 
with   38 

Marketing  agreements 

between  handlers  of  antl-hog-cholera 
serum  and  hog-cholera  serum  and 
hog-cholera  virus  and  Secretary  of 

Agriculture   47 

between  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and 
farmers    45 

Information  required  by  Secretai-y  of 
Commerce     46 

Marketing  associations 

agricultural    42,  43 

.  fisheries      43 

Information  published  by 43 

Massachusetts  trvst  as  corporatioa 24 

McCarran  Act  (Insarmnce)   40 

Mergers 

air  carriers  54 

telegraph  carriers   50 

Miller-Tydings  Act  7  (note  1) 

Minimum  resale  price,  maintenance  of . .   7 

Mobilization  of  Facilities  of  Small  Bosi- 
nesK  for  War  Production  57 

Motor  Carriers  Act (53 

If 

Nonmember  dealings 

farm  associations 41 

fishery  associations 44 

Notification  of  disposal  of  surplus  prop- 
erty       .  . £8 

Nut    growers'    association — ^See   Agricul- 
tural associations 


O 

Officers,   bank    14 

F 

Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  1921 47 

Panama  Canal  Aet 53 

Partnerships    54 


Passenger  boats 

definition  as  common  carrier  by  water 

38 

Patented  goods,  resale 12 

Patents 

disposal  as  sxirplus  property 58 

Penalties 

agents  of  corporation  20 

cease  and  delist  order  violated  .28 

.  combination  in  restraint  of  commerce 

7.8 
conspiracy  in  restraint  of  commerce  7,  8 

contempt  of  court   22 

contracts  In  restraint  of  commerce    7,  8 
contracts  in  restraint  of  import  trade  33 

directors  of  corporation ..20 

discriminatory    rebates,    discounts   or 

advertising  services  charges  23 

embezzlement  by  officers  of  interstate 

carriers      1$ 

failure  of  export  association  to  reg- 
ister with  Federal  Trade  Commis- 
sion     37 

.  failure  to  answer  subpoena 31 

failure  to  file  reports  with  Federal 
Trade  Commission    31 

falsification  of  documents    31 

forfeiture  of  property  In  transit 9 

Inmiunlty    61 

Import  trade  violations       33 

importing  or  selling  articles  at  less 
than  market  value  or  wholesale 
price    34 

information  disclosed  without  au- 
thority of  Federal  Trade  Conunls- 
slon    32 

officers  of  corporation  20 

price  discrimination  23 

property  Illegally  imported  34 

Shipping  Act  violations   39 

ships  violation  antitrust  laws  53 

theft  by  officers  of  Interstate  carriers  16 

treble  damage  suits  9,  12 

.   illegal   imports         34 

importing  or  selling  at  less  than 
market  value  or  wholesale  price.  .34 

.  violation  of  competitive  bidding  pro- 
visions of  Clayton  Act   17 

Perishable  Agrlcnltaral  Commodities  Aet 


63 
Perishable  goods,  price  changes 11 

"Person"  defined 

antidumping    provisions    of    Revenue 

Act  of  1916   34 

.  Clayton   Act    10 

.  Sherman  Act   9 

Planters*    associations — see    Agricultural 
associations 

Poultry  marketing  associations  45 

Price  changes,   bona  fide .11 

Price  control 

electrical  energy  monopoly 53 

packers     47 

Price  differentials 10 


RefereDCgs  mr*  to  p»ge  numbers. 


Price  discrimination  10,  12.  23 

discontinued  business,  sales  of  goods  11 

.  distress   sales    11 

.  export  trade      .    36 

fishery    association    monopoly     .  44 

.  perishable  goods 11 

.  rebuttal  of  accusation  11 

seasonal  goods 11 

Price  maintenince,  resales 7 

Process,  where  served 19 

Produce  Agency  Act 63 

Proof,  price  discrimination 11 

Property 

illegally   imported,   penalties  .     34 

in  transit 

seizure  for  violation  of  import  trade 
laws  34 

seizure  for  violation  of  Sherman  Act  9 

Public  Utility  Holding  Company  Act  63 

Publicity  in  Taking  Evidence  Act  62 


Quantity  limits 

fixed  by  Federal  Trade  Commission     10 


Radio  apparatas  manufacture 

antitrust  laws  applicable  to    52 

Badio  communications — see  Common  car- 
riers 

Bailway  Labor  Act     . .     63 

Banchmen's    associations  —  see    Agricul- 
tural associations 

Rebates 

cooperatives     23 

discriminatory        23 

Bebnttal  of  price  discrimination  charge     11 

BeconTersion,     reports     on     monopollEa- 
tion  .59 

Records 

evidence         24 

required    from    parties   to   marketing 
agreement  45 

Registration  of  export  associations 

Federal  Trade  Commission 37 

Relief,  antitrust  decrees  referred  to  Fed- 
eral  Trade  Commission    29 

Reports 

monopolies  In  war  Industries 59 

required   by   Federal   Trade  Commis- 
sion     28 

failure  to  file,  penalties 31 

Resales 

exports 36 

minimum  price  maintenance   7 

patented    goods    12 

restrictions   on      7 

Restraining  orders — see  Injunctions 


Revenue  Act  of  1916,  Antidumping  pro- 
visions  34 

Review  of  order  of  Federal  Trade  Com- 
mission  ... 26 


61 
23 


Right   of   immunity    

Robinson-Patman  Act 

8 

Sales 

agreement    not    to    use    competitor's 

goods                                                  .       \2 
commissions,  brokerage,  or  compensa- 
tion on  11 

discontinued   business n 

distress  sales,   prices         ll 

perishable  goods,  prices        11 

property  Imported  at  less  than  mar- 
ket value  34 
property  Imported  at  less  than  whole- 
sale price                 34 

seasonal  goods,  sales   .11 

Sales  territory  apportioned,   packers        47 

Savings  bank — see  Banks 

Schools 

supplies  purchased  at  reduced  prices    23 

Seasonal  goods,  price  changes   11 

Secretary  of  A«:ricnlture 

cease  and  desist  order    42 

marketing  agreements 

farmers  45 

.   liandlers  of  anti-hog-cholera  serum 
and  hog-ci!olera  virus    47 

Secretary  of  Commerce 

cease  and  desist  order,   fishery  asso- 
ciation   44 

.   information    on    agricultural    market- 
ing agreements  required  by  46 

Secretary  of  the  Interior   ....  44  (note  35) 

Sernrities  Act   63 

Securities  dealings,  common  carrier  16 

Securities  Exchange  Act    63 

Security  on  issuance  of  injunction 21 

Seizure 

.   property  Illegally  Imported  .34 

property     in     transit,     Sherman     Act 
violation    9 

Selective  customers ll 

Sequestered  property 

penally  for  contempt  of  court   22 

Service  of  processes  for  Claj'ton  Act  vio- 
lations        19 

Sherman    Act    7 

Shipping  Act,  1916  38 

Ships 

violation  of  antitrust  laws,  exclusion 
from  Panama  Canal     53 

Small  business 

.  mobilized  for  war  production,  immu- 
nity from  antitrust  laws 57 
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State  courts 

prosecutions  of  embezzlement  by  offi- 
cers of  Interstate  carriers 16 

"State"   defined    40 

State    laws    govemins    insurance    busi- 
ness     40 

Statistical  information 

.  disseminated  by  agricultural  associa- 
tions     43 

Statute  of  limitations 

Act  to  suspend  running  of  62 

.  contempt  proceedings    22 

.  proceedings  under  Clayton  Act  13 

Stock 

acquired  by  export  association 36 

.  acquired  for  investment  pxirposes 14 

.  branch   of  common  carrier   14 

.  farm   associations    41 

.  fishery  associations  44 

.  restrictions  on  acquisition  of 14 

Subpoenas 

.  Clayton  Act   19 

.  failure  to   answer,    penalties 31 

.  Federal    Trade   Conmiisslon   30 

.  Immunity  of  person  testifying 61 

.  Import  trade  violations  33 

.  Wilson  Tariff  Act  antitrust  provisions 

violated 33 

Sherman  Act  violations    9 

Subsidiaries,  creation  of 14 

Suit  for  injunction  by  party  damaged. . .  .20 
Suits,  where  brought 19 

Suits  referred  to  Federal  Trade  Commla- 

sion  by  Court   29 

Supreme  Court 

.  appeals  to  60 

.  review  of  Clayton  Act  violations 19 

.  review  of  district  court  decrees 59 

.  review  of  Federal  Trade  Conunisslon 
Act  violations    27 

Surplus  of  cooperatives 

.  returns  to  members  23 


58 


Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944   

Suspension  of  Running  of  Statute  of  lim- 
itations       . 13,  62 


T 

Tarlir  Act   of   1930,   unfair   practices   in 
import  trade  provlsioBs 35 

Telegraph     carriers — see    Common     car- 
riers 

Temporary      restraining      order — see      In- 
junctions 

Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act    63 

Terminal   facilities,   common   carrier  by 
water    33 

Territories  of  United  States 
.  contracts,    combinations   or  conspira- 
cies in  restraint  of  commerce 8 

Testimony 

.  Clayton  Act  violations   17 

.  consent  decrees  13 


Tobacco  Inspection   Act 63 

"Trade  within   United  States"  defined    35 

Transportation  Act   of   1940    . . 

47   (note  38),  63 
Treble  damage  suits 

.  Clayton  Act   12 

.   Illegal  Importing  of  property 34 

importing  at  less  than  market  value 

or  wholesale  price 34 

.  Sherman  Act   9 

Trust  companies 

.  Federal  Reserve  Board  enforcing  Qay- 

ton  Act 17 

.   interlocking  directorates 14 

Trusts  as  corporations 24 

Tying-in  sales 
.  lease  or  sale  on  agreement  not  to  use 
goods  of  competitor  12 


Unfair  competition — see  Competition,  un- 
fair practices 

United  States  Tariff  Commission 

.   investigation   of  violations  of  Import 
trade  provisions  of  Tariff  Act  of 
1930  35  (note  25) 

T 
Violations — see  Penalties 

Vitlcultural  products 

.  marketing  of  43 

W 

War  industries 

.  Immunity  from  antitrust  laws 57 

.  reports  of  Attorney  General  to  Con- 
gress     59 

War  Mobilisation  and  Beconversion  Act 
of  1944    59 

Warehouse  faeilittes,  common  carrier  hj 
water 38 

Water  carriers — see  Common  carriers 

Water  Carriers  Act    63 

Water  power  development 

.  licenses     Issued    by    Federal     Power 
Commission    53 

Webb-Pomerene  Act  (Export  Trade) ....  35 

Wharfage,  common  carriers  by  water ...  38 

Wheeler-Baybum  Act 63 

Wilson  Tariff  Act,  antitrust  provisions    33 

Wire  communications — see  Conunon  car- 
riers 

Witnesses 

.  subpoenas — see  Subpoenas 

Writ  of  mandamus 
.  compelling  compliance   with   Federal 
Trade  Commission  Act 31 
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